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Abstract 
This paper questions, with a point of origin in Becks cosmopolitan ideal; how and 
to what extent is it possible to outline different tensions between the articulations 
and the practices of the EU concerning the readmission agreement with Ukraine. 
In able to outline these tensions, we have created our own cosmopolitan ideal, 
while being highly influenced by Beck’s cosmopolitan vision. We have 
summarised the core values within our cosmopolitan ideal in the following way: 
global awareness, global responsibility, respect for all human kind and mutual 
recognition throughout culture, nation, race and gender. In our analysis part 1, we 
have analysed whether our cosmopolitan values are articulated within the official 
EU documents. In order to analyse how and to what extent the EU articulates 
cosmopolitanism within the official documents, we have used a pragmatic 
discourse analysis, where five discourses have been found; a discourse of 
cooperation, a discourse of transparency, a discourse of international obligations, 
a discourse of security and a discourse of the improvement of Ukraine’s 
development. We concluded within this analysis part 1 that the articulated 
discourses within the official EU documents were highly embedded within our 
cosmopolitan ideal. We have in this sense, concluded that the EU articulates 
global awareness and global responsibility in a high degree, concerning the case 
of Ukraine. In our analysis part 2, we have analysed whether EU’s cosmopolitan 
articulations holds ground on a practical level (i.e. what happens in practice). We 
have, within each articulated discourse, analysed whether or not the individual 
articulated discourses comply with the practical level. In the analysis part 2, we 
discovered that security and border control seemed to be the main focus behind 
EU’s activities, which highly contradicted our cosmopolitan ideal. We concluded, 
that within the readmission agreement the EU is not reflecting the articulated 
cosmopolitan values, which it within the articulatory practice. Throughout our 
analysis, we found a clear gap between the cosmopolitan values, which the EU 
articulates, and what in fact happens on a practical level. We therefore argue that 
the cosmopolitan ideal is not fully embedded within the practical level concerning 
the case of Ukraine.  
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1. Introduction 
In the 1980’s five EU member states (Germany, France, the Netherlands, Belgium 
and Luxemburg) wanted to abolish the international borders among them in order 
to complete one single market (ECRE 2013). This became necessary in able to 
strengthen external border controls and cooperation in the field of asylum and 
immigration (Haddad 2008:168). At the same time the EU experienced intense 
immigration flows, especially from Africa and Asia. This has led to the 
development of a Common European Asylum System (CEAS), which harmonised 
the different asylum systems (ECRE 2013). As an extension to this the Dublin 
Convention1 came in force in 1997 in order to prevent the phenomenon ‘Asylum 
Shopping2’ (ECRE 2013). In 1999 the European Council held a summit in 
Tampere where it was decided, that the European Union should be more than a 
single market. It should also be an area of justice, freedom and security for all. 
This summit included negotiations of CEAS, which also draws up draft charters 
of fundamental rights of the European Union (European Council Tampere 1999). 
Within the presidential conclusions the European Council argues, that the: 
 
“European integration has been firmly rooted in a shared commitment to freedom 
based on human rights, democratic institutions and the rule of law. These common 
values have proved necessary for securing peace and developing prosperity in the 
European Union” (European Council Tampere 1999, quote). 
 
It is by the European Council seen as a common goal for all EU-Member States to 
incorporate these fundamental cosmopolitan goals not only in their own 
immigration policies but also in their work beyond the nation-state within the 
European cooperation (European Council Tampere 1999). It is further stated not 
only to incorporate this goal on a nation-state level but also in the cooperation 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1 This Dublin convention recites that if an immigrant gets his asylum or residential application denied in one 
EU member state, it is no longer a possibility to seek residence in another member state (European Union 
2003). 
2 The phenomenon ‘asylum shopping’ refers to asylum seekers making multiple application claims in 
different Member States following their rejection in another state (ECRE 2013).  
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with international relations (European Parliament Tampere 1999). Today we 
witness a significant development of rights and law enforcement beyond the 
nation state. The European Union has come the farthest in establishing common 
rules for justice, democracy, and development of human rights beyond the nations 
state level.  
 
The EU is not a nation, nor in possession of coercive state instruments. Rather it 
can be seen as a regional cosmopolitan entity (Eriksen 2008: 1f). That has led 
different theorists to argue for the vision of cosmopolitanism3 being embedded in 
the European Union (Beck 2006, Beck & Grande 2007, Held 2004). With CEAS 
the EU wish to respect human rights, give a fair treatment to asylum seekers, and 
cooperate with non-EU member states in order to achieve this goal. In this regard 
the EU wishes to solve issues on a commitment to dialog through agreements and 
with a sense of global responsibility, all in line with the cosmopolitan vision 
(Beck 2002: 35f). 
1.1 Readmission agreements 
The EU asylum and migration policy often makes use of the externalization 
approach, which represents a tightening of border control to prevent people from 
reaching the border, and also to transfer the responsibility of migration control to 
non-EU states (Boswell 2003: 619)4. The main focus of this approach is on the 
sending and transit countries in the combat on illegal entry, migrant smuggling 
and trafficking as a part of the EU migration control (Boswell 2003: 619). The 
main instrument of an externalization approach is the readmission agreements 
with third countries committing them to readmit irregular immigrants who have 
passed through their territory into EU countries, or were their nationals. Other 
provisions on safe third countries allowed EU states to return asylum seekers to 
countries from which they came, has passed, or were considered “safe”5 (Boswell 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
3 Please see section two for an exhaustive survey on the cosmopolitanism vision 
4 The EU has two distinct approaches (preventive and externalization). The preventive approach focuses on 
the root causes of migration and the factors that influence people’s decision to move. This approach aims at 
strengthening the local community in order to improve the global development. (Boswell 2003: 619f). 
However this approach will not be addressed in this report.  
5 Safe third countries were defined, as those in which applicants’ ‘life or freedom’ would not be threatened, in 
	   9	  
2003: 622). However, these readmission agreements have been widely criticised 
by different organisations, politicians and experts. Amnesty International has been 
one of the organisations to oppose the lists of safe third countries in asylum 
procedures, because they see political considerations to national interests ranging 
higher than human rights considerations. At the same time they criticize the 
decision making process on which countries can be regarded as safe, calling for 
the influence of non-governmental organizations in that process. In that sense they 
argue that it violates Article 3 of the Refugee Convention (Amnesty 2006: 1). The 
international obligations on these matters has been a big concern for EU as well as 
the UNHCR (Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees) 
especially when looking at the non-refoulement signed by all the EU member 
states (Byrne, Noll & Vested-Hansen 2002: 18). The principles of non-
refoulement concern the protection of “refugees from being returned to places 
where their lives or freedoms could be threatened” (Rodgers 2001). To insure that 
the readmission agreements would uphold the non-refoulement, UNCHR has 
established some guaranties in which these agreements have to be met; a 
minimum protection against return to situations of persecution, serious insecurity 
or justification for asylum or threats against the persons basic human standards. 
Furthermore, the refugee must be able to have their basic conditional needs 
satisfied in the country and must have the benefit of protection and, if established 
as having refugee status by the UNCHR, they must be given a positive decision 
on their asylum claims (Landgren 1999).  
In January 2008 EU and Ukraine signed such a readmission agreement. With this 
agreement EU member states are now allowed to return irregular migrants to 
Ukraine providing they entered the EU via Ukraine and that there is no possibility 
for returning them directly to their country of origin (European Union 2008). 
According to the international laws seen in the United Nations, Ukraine has 
ratified the UN Human Rights Conventions and the UN and European 
Conventions of Protection for Torture, I11-treatment and Disappearance. Ukraine 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
line with Article 33 of the Geneva Convention on the Status of Refugees (UNHCR 1951). 
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has not ratified the Convention relating to the Status of Refugees and the Protocol 
relating to the States of Refugees (United Nations 2013). Despite the fact that 
Ukraine has not signed the Conventions concerning refugees, EU still finds them 
qualified as a safe third country. The readmission agreement between EU and 
Ukraine has received a great amount of criticism especially from Amnesty 
International and Human Rights Watch (HRW), as no government body in 
Ukraine, at the time the readmission agreement came in force, had the mandate to 
recognize or provide protection to refugees (HRW 2010b: 21). One of the main 
concerns put forward by organisations is the fact that refugees and asylum seekers 
risk being forcible returned to countries where they face persecution or serious 
human rights violations including torture and other ill-treatments (Amnesty 2010, 
HRW 2010b, Baird 2013: se page 112). It makes us wonder, what the basic idea 
behind the EU asylum and immigration policy seems to be embedded in the 
cosmopolitan vision, but fails when carried out in practice. The criticism towards 
the readmission agreement between EU and Ukraine seems to contradict the basic 
cosmopolitan ideals, in which it seems to be founded on. In this sense we see 
some tensions between what is being said about the readmission agreement form a 
European perspective and what really happens in practice6, when it is carried out.  
1.2 Aim of study 
We argue that the cosmopolitan vision is embedded within the fundamental idea 
behind the European Union, and not least in the fundamental ideas of CEAS. The 
readmission agreement between Ukraine and EU has opened up the discussion on 
how the cosmopolitan vision is embedded in the readmission agreement and the 
material that constitute the basis of decision for entering into this agreement. We 
see some tension between what is being said from a European perspective 
compared to what is happening in practice. The purpose of this paper is to study 
the readmission agreement between EU and Ukraine from a cosmopolitan 
perspective and determine how and to what extent these ideas are embedded 
within the material that constitutes the basis for decision and the readmission 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
6 In the absence of a better term, we will apply the term: Practical level with reference to what really happens 
in practice.  
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agreement itself. This will be achieved by a creation of a cosmopolitan ideal, 
which will constitute the overall theoretical framework of this report. We 
therefore seek to outline the different tensions between the articulatory practice by 
the EU concerning the readmission agreement, and what really happens in a 
practical manner.   
1.3 Research question  
With a point of origin in Becks cosmopolitan ideal, how and to what extent is it 
possible to outline different tensions between the articulations and the practices of 
the EU concerning the readmission agreement with Ukraine? 
1.3.1 Elaboration of the research question 
In this section, we will briefly elaborate on our research question. This will be 
done in able to explain what we mean by the different terms and concepts stated 
in the research question. By cosmopolitan ideal we refer to a constructed ideal 
based on the theory of cosmopolitanism set forth by Ulrich Beck. This ideal will 
be constructed and presented in the next section. When referring to the 
readmission agreement, this report will only refer to the specific readmission 
agreement between EU and Ukraine if nothing else is stated. As explained in 
methodology, when referring to this specific readmission agreement between EU 
and Ukraine, we will refer to: the case of Ukraine. However this report will not 
only focus at the case of Ukraine but also include the basis for entering into this 
agreement, as we perceive this perspective important for answering the research 
question thoroughly. By practical level we refer to “what happens in practice”. 
This will be further explained in section 3, methodology. 
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1.4 Project design 
We will in this section, as a courtesy to the reader, present our project design, and 
in the following section explain it accordingly.  
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1.5 Structure of this report 
1. Introduction: The introduction should now have provided the reader with 
an introduction to this project, presented the research question, and 
through this project design, present a brief introduction to the overall 
report.  
2. Cosmopolitan ideal: The next section will present our cosmopolitan ideal, 
where we wish to construct and present our cosmopolitan outlook and 
overall theoretical framework.  
3. Methodology: Next, within the methodology section, we wish to introduce 
our methodological considerations in relation to answering our research 
question and hence explain our applied methods and analytical strategy.  
4. Analysis: Our analysis will be divided into two parts: 
1. Part 1 will present a pragmatic discourse analysis, based on a 
document analysis of different background papers form the EU and 
basic discursive concepts. Here we wish to present the different 
discourses, in which we see articulated by the EU concerning the 
case of Ukraine. These discourses will be analysed accordingly 
with our cosmopolitan ideal in order to see how and to what extent 
our cosmopolitan ideal is embedded in the articulations from the 
perspective of EU.  
2. Part 1 of our analysis will lay the ground for part 2, as we here 
wish to introduce the practical level. In part 2 we seek to outline 
the tensions between the articulatory practice by the EU 
concerning the case of Ukraine and the practical level. In order to 
include the practical level we have included different NGO´s, as 
they often monitor readmission agreements consistently7 In order 
to grasp all perspectives in this area we have included an interview 
with post-doctoral researcher at VU Amsterdam, Theodore Baird, 
who holds expertise in areas such as the European Union, 
undocumented and irregular migration among others. We further 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
7 See appendix from page 104 
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wish to analyse the practical level accordingly with our 
cosmopolitan ideal in order to outline the tensions between the two 
analytical parts.  
5. Conclusion: This section will present our final conclusion to our research 
question.  
6. Project reflections: This section will include different reflections on our 
final conclusions, how to critically assess the theoretical framework, and 
how to further develop this problem area. 
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2. The cosmopolitan ideal  
In this chapter we wish to present our construction of the cosmopolitan ideal. The 
purpose of doing this is not, as Max Weber intended to do, to use the ideal type as 
a hermeneutical tool in order to get a better grasp of reality (Weber 2003). Rather, 
we intend to use this ideal type to reflect upon our own constructed position, as an 
“observer”. We are thus making use of our ideal type accordingly with its central 
characteristic: its level of abstraction, which serves to stress particular features of 
the object (i.e. the readmission agreement) (Diez 1997: 8). Whatever features one 
stress depends on one´s own constructed position (ibid.). We therefore intend to 
construct our cosmopolitan ideal, while being aware of the fact, that it is 
constructed from our own position. We intend to use this ideal of 
cosmopolitanism to stress particular features of the readmission agreement from 
the perspective of cosmopolitanism, in order to “test” it against the readmission 
agreement.  
 
Our ideal model of cosmopolitanism will be greatly influenced by our readings of 
the German sociologist, Ulrich Beck. Beck enables us to express our 
cosmopolitan outlook, in a recognised, examined and acknowledged manner. 
Beck is widely used within social science, and we perceive his understanding of 
cosmopolitanism as one closest to our cosmopolitan outlook. It is highly 
important for us to stress, that this ideal will be created from our interpretation of 
Beck and the new cosmopolitanism. We have interpreted his theory, and herby 
created a group understanding of our ideal of cosmopolitanism. We are fully 
aware of the many different varieties and perceptions of cosmopolitanism as a 
concept, which is one of the reasons why we have created our own cosmopolitan 
ideal. Since the term cosmopolitanism has been around for such a long time, the 
term has attracted many different understandings and uses over the years8. There 
is for this reason so much scope for conceiving cosmopolitanism theoretically, 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
8 Among others: David Held 1995, Anthony Giddens 1999, Mike Featherstone 2004, Gerard Delanty 2009 
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that our ideal will be greatly influenced by the chosen theory and our 
interpretation of the concept (Vertovec & Cohen 2002: 4f). We are at the same 
time aware of the long history of the concept of cosmopolitanism tracing back to 
ancient Greece and the Enlightenment, but this classical cosmopolitanism will not 
be addressed in this project 9 , as this project wishes to focus on the new 
cosmopolitanism10.  
2.1 Cosmopolitanism as a concept11 
In this section we will introduce the new cosmopolitanism and in this sense, 
present our cosmopolitan vision. The new cosmopolitanism is according to David 
Hollinger (2002):  
 
”(...) A determination to maximize species-consciousness, to fashion tools for 
understanding and acting upon problems of a global scale, to diminish suffering 
regardless of colour, class, religion, sex and tripe,” (Hollinger 2002: 230, quote). 
 
The new cosmopolitanism neither holds a place in universalism nor national 
pluralism. It steers a middle course between the two by sympathizing with the 
universalists distrust with clear defined borders, but acknowledges the necessity 
with temporary defined domains, where people can have intimate relationships 
and create diversity (Thorup 2004: 105, Beck 2002: 35). For Universalists the 
diversity of human kind is a problem, for cosmopolitans it is a fact. 
Cosmopolitanism and pluralism has often been united in the cause of promoting 
tolerance and diversity. But where the pluralist wishes to protect the already 
established cultures, cosmopolitanism is more liberal in a sense, promoting new 
communities of a wider scope (Hollinger 2002: 231). The new cosmopolitanism 
accepts the universalists claim, that national solidarities is a threat to greater 
communities, politics vested in the local is impossible, and that nationalism has 
shown its dark side towards “others” during history both within and beyond the 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
9 See: Slagmark nr. 41/2004; Temanummer om kosmopolitisme 
10 David A. Hollinger: Not Universalists, Not pluralists: The New Cosmopolitans Find Their Own Way 2002 
11 We are well aware of the many critical voices towards cosmopolitanism: among others: Miller 2005, 
Bauman 1998, 2003, Manuel Castells 1997 
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nation states. The new cosmopolitanism therefore rejects the thought of a 
common human kind, as universalism would claim, but stresses the importance of 
the diversity of people, acknowledging both the local and global impact on 
identities and communities (Thorup 2004: 105).  
Vertovec and Cohen (2002) have identified six broad understandings of 
cosmopolitanism today: Cosmopolitanism as a socio-cultural condition, as a 
philosophy or world-view, as a political project towards building transnational 
institutions, as a political project for recognizing multiple identities, as an attitude 
and, finally, as a mode of competences or practices (Vertovec & Cohen 2002: 9). 
Cosmopolitanism as a condition refers to the social and cultural conditions borne 
by globalization. As for instance the relative ease and cheapness of transportation 
across long distances, mass tourism, large-scale migrations, and visible 
multiculturalism have all brought about a socially and culturally interpenetrated 
world (ibid.). We are witnessing a cosmopolitan culture, a socio-cultural 
condition, loosely called cosmopolitanism that is celebrated for its vibrant 
cultures, diversity in taste, music and food. Anthony Giddens talks about a 
compression of time and space, and the notion of disembedding, where social 
relations no longer are embedded in the local but reconstructed across time and 
space (Giddens 1994: 22ff).  
Cosmopolitanism as a philosophy or world-view relates to the cosmopolitan 
citizen of the world where global and local elements of identities merge and 
become “glocalized”. As a philosophy, cosmopolitanism further supports the 
implementation of human rights as a common and legal basis and hereby a 
political philosophy. To further this outlook Thomas Pogge suggests that a 
general cosmopolitan philosophy can take its form of either a broad moral 
cosmopolitanism or a legal cosmopolitanism. A moral cosmopolitanism stresses, 
that all humans are morally responsible to one another and that entails having a 
certain respect for each other. A legal cosmopolitanism sets forth universal rights 
and duties, which means that all humans are fellow citizens of a universal republic 
(Pogge 1992: 49).  
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Cosmopolitanism as a political project, both as transnational institutions and 
multiple societies, relates to the cosmopolitan perspective of the political initiative 
to establish framework and institutions on a global level that overtake the political 
structures of the nation-state system. (Vertovec & Cohen 2002: 11). An example 
set forth by many theorists is the European Union (Held 1997, Beck & Grande 
2007). David Held has in this sense constructed the concept of cosmopolitan 
democracy. Held argues that the future of democracy is uncertain and undefined 
due to the fact that states and societies are entangled in international conditions 
and processes across nation-state borders. Social relations and institutions stretch 
over space and time, which results in increasing influences by events happening 
on the other side of the globe (Held 1997: 20). In this new globalised 
contemporary world, our most important institution, democracy, can only sustain 
if we ensure the accountability of all interconnected power systems, from 
economics to politics (Ibid.: 267). The cosmopolitan model, which Held argues is 
the best and most efficient way to deal with these new profound changes in the 
international system, is only a possibility if democratic law can be maintained and 
upheld. The only way to do so is to enable all the participants in a democratic 
political system to become its ‘guardians’ (Ibid.: 272). Held argues, that the 
cosmopolitan model seeks to create an effectual and transnational legislation 
system, at regional and global levels, which will operating from democratic law. 
Cosmopolitanism as a set of attitudes stresses openness towards the world and 
recognition of difference (Beck 2002). Cosmopolitanism here becomes a state of 
mind (Vertovec & Cohen 2002: 13), and the cosmopolitan is therefore open to 
learning abut different cultures, interacting and developing bonds with different 
people with different backgrounds. A cosmopolitan disposition shapes specific 
and general attitudes about other people such as immigrants or refugees (Pichler 
2009: 708).  The final and sixth understanding of cosmopolitanism as 
competences and practice concerns specific behaviours and skills of people 
enabling them to participate in different cultures and understand different social 
meanings (Ibid.: 706f). Cosmopolitanism becomes a competence that shows your 
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personal ability to make way into other cultures through listening, looking, 
intuiting and reflecting while navigating through different systems of meanings 
(Vertovec & Cohen 2002: 13).  
All of these different understandings of cosmopolitanism can, for obvious 
reasons, not include all perspectives and perceptions of the broad concept of 
cosmopolitanism. Many of the understandings coincide making this concept even 
greater to grasp. But in general all of these six understandings refers to world 
openness, global awareness, loyalty to human kind, self-reflection, and 
recognition of the other (Pichler 2009: 705). These are the core values of the 
cosmopolitan ideal, as interpreted in this paper.   
2.2 Ulrich Beck´s cosmopolitan vision  
Ulrich Beck12 belongs to this new cosmopolitanism arguing that cosmopolitanism 
is rooted, having both wings and roots at the same time, indicating that there is no 
cosmopolitanism without localism (Beck 2002: 19). In this section we therefore 
wish to introduce Beck’s main concepts and, in this sense, elaborate on our 
cosmopolitan ideal. The core values of cosmopolitanism is according to Beck the 
clash of cultures within one´s own life, globally shared collective futures (as 
opposed to past-based forms of action), a sense of global responsibility in a world 
risk society, in which there are no others, a commitment to dialogue and against 
violence, and a commitment to destroy faith in the supposedly natural artifice of 
society and stimulate the self-reflexivity of divergent entangled cosmopolitan 
modernities (Ibid.: 35f). Beck sums up these values with three characteristics: 
Globality, plurality and civility, that is an awareness of a global sphere of 
responsibility, the acknowledgement of the others and non-violence, as defining 
features of a de-territorialized concept of cosmopolitanism (Ibid.: 36). 
 
In order to present Becks cosmopolitan outlook more thoroughly, we find it 
necessary to introduce his theory on risk society (1986,1992) and world risk 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
12 We are well aware of the critique put forward towards Beck and his theories on risk society and 
cosmopolitanism: among others: Münch 2002, Mythen 2004, Goldblatt 1995, Marshall 1999 
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society (1999,2009), as this theory stand as the building blocks to his 
cosmopolitan outlook. Beck addresses all six understandings of the new 
cosmopolitanism in his line of cosmopolitan thinking. We, therefore find Beck 
very relevant to feed our knowledge about the cosmopolitan vision.  
Ulrich Beck claims in his book, Risk Society – Towards a New Modernity, that 
we live in a world with increased unknown and unintended risks as a consequence 
of the industrial society (Beck 1992: 22). These unintended risks are so 
comprehensive that today we witness a new kind of society. The traditional 
industrial society, that produces and distributes wealth, has now been replaced 
with the risk society in which produces and distributes risk (Ibid.: 22f). This risk 
society has arisen due to the massive production in the industrial society, which 
has induced new types of risks. These new risks induce a systematic and often 
irreversible harm, are invisible, and have a negative impact on human kinds and 
nature all over the world (Ibid.: 23).  
Beck argues further that we are moving towards the second modernity in which 
the logic of industrial production is becoming increasingly tied to the logic of the 
social production of risk. In the first modernity we experienced a modernization 
of tradition, a classical modernization, based on nation-state societies where social 
relations and communities were to be understood in a territorial sense (Beck 1999: 
2). Now we witness a modernization of industrial society, a reflexive 
modernization, where we experience an increased individualization and 
detachment from traditions. Five interlinked processes have undermined the first 
modernity: globalization, individualization, gender revolution, underemployment 
and global risk (Beck 1999: 2). The real challenge is, that the second modernity 
now has to respond to these challenges simultaneously (ibid.).  
 
The risk society was first published by Beck in German in 1986. 20 years later 
these risks have taken new forms and produced even greater dangers. Terrorism 
has shifted to a global arena, financial crises have produced worldwide 
consequences that are difficult to control, and politicians have been forced to 
accept that climate change is not merely a speculation. Beck therefore claims two 
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decades later that we do not only live in a risk society, we have come to see that 
we now live in a world of risk (Beck 2009). In this respect Beck therefore 
redefines his definition of risk. Where risk before related to something non-
intentional such as environmental consequences, financial risk etc., he now 
defines risk as the anticipation of the catastrophe. In this sense he distinguishes 
between non-intentional and intentional disasters, where terrorism would be an 
example of an intentional disaster (Ibid.: 9ff).  
These new risks are now of global extent, which means they do not respect 
national borders or different social classes in society (Beck 1992: 47). Through 
these new types of risks a common understanding of danger emerges in the risk 
society, which evens out the difference between people and hereby creates a 
common goal, which is to prevent these threats. Hence a community of danger 
emerges that ultimately can only be comprised in the United Nations (Beck 1992: 
47). In this sense the risk society undermines borders of nation states, so it 
becomes possible for nations to establish an international political corporation, 
where for instance climate issues can be solved (Ibid.). The Risk Society, despite 
the many negative effects, has therefore cleared the way for a new type of 
cooperation across borders, where states have to think internationally and act 
globally (Beck 2006: 51).  
With globalization the national outlook becomes insufficient as the cosmopolitan 
sight makes the interdependence grow between states, both politically and 
economically. The national outlook is at the same time threatened internally as 
people start to act, educate and think cosmopolitan due the globalization processes 
(Beck 2006: 60f). We therefore need to accept the consequences from 
globalization and act accordingly. We need to accept that we do not live in a 
closed territorial limited state, but merely in a cosmopolitan state (Ibid.: 150). The 
cosmopolitan community is therefore build upon a consideration to natural 
difference, which will naturally exists in such a community. The cosmopolitan 
vision is built on different nationalities, and it is therefore crucial that the 
cosmopolitan outlook recognizes these differences and protects the diversity and 
similarity within the community (Ibid.). In the cosmopolitan vision all states and 
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individuals work together under one common understanding and responsibility to 
the world. Everyone works together towards the same goal, which will be of much 
profit to all the actors (Beck 2006:14). It is further crucial to Beck that we not 
only establish a cosmopolitan democracy, but also start to act and feel 
cosmopolitan. The cosmopolitan democracy is not sufficient in itself. We need a 
politically strong cosmopolitan solidarity together with corresponding institutions 
of global civil society and public opinion in order to fully comprehend the 
cosmopolitan vision (Beck 1999:14, Beck 2002: 20). 
2.3 Summary of our cosmopolitan ideal 
The previous sections have presented our presuppositions of the cosmopolitan 
ideal. As seen, our point of origin in this ideal has been in the new 
cosmopolitanism and Ulrich Beck. We will now present some overall points that 
constitute our cosmopolitan ideal, while highly stressing that our entire 
cosmopolitan supposition is a part of our cosmopolitan ideal. These points will in 
this sense only work as an overview of the ideal, and as a courtesy for the reader.  
From the new cosmopolitanism we see cosmopolitanism as steering a middle 
course between Pluralists and Universalists. In this sense we argue, along side 
Beck, that cosmopolitanism is rooted, having both wings and roots at the same 
time, indicating that there is no cosmopolitanism without localism (Beck 2002: 
19). Due to globalisation international problems cannot be solved on a national 
level. We therefore need to accept that the risk society has brought us together 
creating a cosmopolitan community, where the interdependence grows both 
politically and economically (Beck 2006: 60f, Beck 2006: 150). Globalization has 
brought us together, indicating that we need to have a sense of global awareness 
and global responsibility. Cosmopolitanism is therefore build upon a 
consideration to natural difference, which will naturally exists in such a 
community. We need to have a mutual recognition throughout culture, nation, 
race and gender, and hence respect all human kinds, because we now live in 
global community, where we are all connected (Pichler 2009: 705). In this sense 
we can summarize the cores values of cosmopolitanism into four different bullet 
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points, that will of course merge together under the common vision of 
cosmopolitanism:  
• Global awareness 
o A commitment to dialogue and a stand that we are against violence 
o International problems cannot be solved nationally 
o Self-reflection and recognition of the other 
• Global responsibility 
o Globally shared collective futures 
o Global responsibility due to the world risk society, in which there 
are no others 
• Respect for all human kind 
o Respect for human rights and international conventions 
• Mutual recognition throughout culture, nation, race and gender 
o Clash of cultures within one´s own life 
 
Our cosmopolitan ideal will be applied as a theoretical framework throughout this 
paper. The four bullet-points presented above will in this sense work as four 
theoretical concepts throughout the analysis both in part 1 and part 2. We would 
like to put a special emphasis on the two bullet points: Global Awareness and 
Global Responsibility, as these two concepts are the glue that binds the ideal 
together. In this regard a great emphasis will be placed on those two analytical 
concepts in our analysis. Lastly we would like to stress, that these four bullet-
points are just reference points to the entire ideal. The analysis will in this sense 
continuously draw on the entire ideal in the analysis.  
2.4 Critical assessment towards creating an ideal type 
While creating our cosmopolitan ideal, several problematic perspectives came to 
mind. We will therefore, briefly outline what can be challenging and 
problematical when using ideal types. First of all, this line of work is highly 
influenced by our subjectivity and perspective. We will, while constructing our 
cosmopolitan ideal, highlight certain assessments on behalf of others, because of 
our problem-area. This will therefore not produce value neutral nor prejudice free 
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scientific work. We therefore, acknowledge and understand that we have not 
produced a clean and value-neutral cosmopolitan ideal. However, by realising and 
recognising this fact, we will be able to reflect upon this throughout the paper. 
Secondly, we would argue, that it could be problematic to create ideal types 
because the ‘real world’ is far more complicated, than an ideal type portrays it. In 
this sense, we acknowledge that our cosmopolitan ideal is merely an artificial 
measuring device and it does not capture the whole cosmopolitan picture. 
However, by using ideal types it allows us to apprehend and choose specific 
perspectives within cosmopolitanism, which will create a better and stronger 
outlook from our problem area.  
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3. Methodology 
In this section we wish to clarify our methodological considerations and chosen 
methods, and argue how these are going to help us answer our research question. 
First, we will introduce our methodological considerations, and in this sense our 
core ontological and epistemological assumptions. Secondly, we will introduce 
our case study and argue why Ukraine is our chosen case. Thirdly, we will 
introduce our analytical strategy and our model of the analytical strategy. Finally, 
we will present our chosen methods, how we have collected our empirical data, 
and how we intend to use our empirical framework throughout this paper.  
3.1 Methodological considerations  
We do not believe, that there exists knowledge that can portray an objective 
perspective. In this sense, we argue, that the positivistic claim, that value-neutral 
knowledge can be produced, is an illusion (Buch-Hansen & Nielsen 2012: 237). 
Our fundamental perspective of knowledge, while writing this paper, is in this 
sense epistemologically relativistic. When producing scientific papers, as this one, 
you will always have a certain viewpoint and a certain objective, which will affect 
and mould the paper. We will therefore, never be able to produce objective truth 
about social or physical phenomenons (Ibid.: 236). We have in this paper created 
a cosmopolitan ideal, whilst acknowledging that it is created from our perspective, 
and we therefore recognise that it is not an objective truth. We do however believe 
that it is possible to generate knowledge about the world ‘out there’ on a practical 
level. Some objectives do exist even though our knowledge of them alters, in this 
sense; we believe that there does exist a reality ‘out there’. Our fundamental view 
on the existing world is therefore ontological realistic.   
These ontological and epistemological considerations enable us to understand 
more than merely the reductionist, rationalistic and behaviouristic perspective of 
modern social science theory (Torfing 2005: 4). In this paper we argue that 
despite the fact that our knowledge and identities can alter, we will still be able to 
analyse and look upon specific situations, as they appear to us now. We argue that 
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cosmopolitanism exists. However, we need to acknowledge that the concept can 
differ depending on the perspective and can therefore never be value-neutral.  
3.2 Case study 
In this paper we will work with the readmission agreement between EU and 
Ukraine, but also include perspectives on the basis for entering into this 
agreement. Furthermore these perspectives include official documents on the 
readmission agreements in general. In order to grasp this problem area in a more 
reader-friendly setting, we have chosen to label these issues differently. When we 
refer to the specific readmission agreement between EU and Ukraine, we will 
label this as: The case of Ukraine. When we refer to readmission agreements in 
general, we will label this as: The general readmission agreements.  
 
We have chosen to work with the case of Ukraine, and in this sense abstracted 
from other cases. A case study is a detailed examination of one specific example. 
Whilst working with a specific case it will enable us to understand the current and 
particular situation (Flyvbjerg 2012: 464). Our knowledge will in this sense be 
very precise and specific, which will permit us to argue in a detailed and tangible 
way. A case study allows us to collect much more detailed data, as opposed to a 
larger quantitative study. Ukraine is an interesting case because of its location in 
the world. It shares borderlines with the European Union and NATO member 
states, as well as Russia. Ukraine was one of the first of the Eastern European 
countries to commit to a readmission agreement. EU, as well as Freedom House, 
has therefore found their development essential. A democratic development in 
Ukraine can become a success story for its neighbouring non-Baltic former Soviet 
states (Kramer et. al. 2011: ii). We find the emphasis on the importance of 
Ukraine’s democratic development, by the Freedom House and the EU, relevant 
for this particular study. Especially when looking at the cosmopolitan aspects, in 
terms of having the non-Baltic former Soviet states develop in a more democratic 
direction.  
International NGO’s, such as Amnesty and HRW, have emphasised examples of 
corruption, use of torture and other ill treatments in Ukraine, which does not live 
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up to European standards (Amnesty 2010: 3, HRW 2010:b 21). When looking at 
the cooperation between the EU and Ukraine on the handling of immigration, the 
current and previous compliance seen in Ukraine in terms of a fair and democratic 
treatment of illegal immigrants is very relevant, according to the EU and 
Ukraine’s international obligations. Ukraine’s treatment of migrants has been 
criticised repeatedly, especially during the time where EU and Ukraine negotiated 
the readmission agreement (HRW 2010b). Ukraine is in this sense our chosen 
case, because we believe it lacks functional basic human rights (e.g. corruption 
within official institutions and violations of international obligation13). We have 
seen, throughout our empirical framework, an increasing European attentiveness 
and investment in Ukraine, whilst hoping that Ukraine will become the 
democratic frontrunner within the non-Baltic former Soviet countries (Kramer et. 
al. 2011: ii). We therefore question, whether the EU can guarantee the safety for 
the individuals that are being returned to Ukraine, when there exists so many 
inter-state issues. We have, throughout this paper, chosen to focus on the case of 
Ukraine. We have done this, while being well aware of the fact that Ukraine has 
signed bi-lateral agreements with the surrounding countries, e.g. Hungary and 
Slovakia (HRW 2010c: 3). We have however chosen to merely focus on the 
readmission agreement with Ukraine, because of the time and space restrictions 
we have.  
 
When using a case study it is often questioned, whether it is possible to say 
anything about the general situation, when merely using one case. We believe that 
when understanding one specific case in depth, it will allow us to understand a 
much larger perspective simultaneously, because the issues go beyond state 
borders. However, we argue that it is not possible for us to generalise from one 
specific case, which will be highly aware of throughout the paper. Another 
critique towards using case studies is that it is too subjective and does not depict 
an objective perspective (Flyvbjerg 2012: 478). However, we do not believe that 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
13  Human Rights defenders in Europe and other countries have systematically documented that Ukriane is a 
country, where human rights violations occur (Baird 2013: see page 108) 
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any knowledge exists that merely portrays an objective perspective. While 
constructing a project, as this one, we will always have a certain viewpoint and a 
certain objective (Ibid.: 479ff). We will as a final reflection stress, that we are 
well aware that we cannot generalize from one specific case. In this sense, all of 
our conclusion will only portray a picture of the case of Ukraine, and how we 
have studied this specific case.  
3.3 Analytical strategy  
In this section we will argue how we intend to answer our research question by 
presenting our analytical strategy. We are interested in what the EU articulates 
concerning the case of Ukraine. In this sense, we find language an indispensible 
factor. We see language as a channel, in which information, behaviour and the 
underlying frame of mind is being articulated. In order to grasp these articulations 
and make sense of them we wish to make a practical discourse analysis based on a 
document analysis14 and basic discursive concepts. By discourse we do not intend 
to make a traditional discourse analysis (e.g. Laclau & Mouffe (1985), Norman 
Fairclough (1995) and Edwards & Potter (1992). The term discourse is only 
applied in this paper due to the lack of a better term. We believe that language and 
the power of the articulatory practice is of great importance, we will however still 
make use of the term discourse. The outlined discourses will merely present our 
total understanding of the many articulations that have created coherence for us. 
Discourse theory is highly popular in social science, and comes today in many 
different shapes and sizes reflecting different traditions, disciplines, and 
ontologies (Torfing 2005: 2f). For this reason there seems to be an agreement, that 
a discourse analysis does not have a specific theoretical framework, but each 
theorists has to modulate and articulate their concepts to suit their particular 
research problem (Howarth 2000: 133, Milliken 1999: 231, Jørgensen & Phillips 
1999: 9). We have in this sense constructed our own discursive method in able to 
understand the practical level. This has been achieved by dividing the analysis 
into two parts; the first part will present a practical discourse analysis, whereas the 
second part will present the practical level (what is being done). In order to make 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
14 We have sought inspiration in the document analysis set forth by Kenneth Lynggaard (Lynggaard 2012).   
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the practical discourse analysis in part 1, we will carry out a document analysis 
based on background papers from the EU (see section 3.4 page 32), and apply 
basic discursive concepts, which will be introduced at the bottom of this 
paragraph. In defining these discourses it has made sense for us to combine 
different discourses that draw on the same common sense into five different 
discourses. By using this method we have found five different discourses within 
the articulatory practice of the EU concerning the case of Ukraine. These are; a 
discourse of improving Ukraine’s development, a discourse of cooperation, a 
discourse of international obligations, a discourse of security and a discourse of 
transparency. These discourses have been analysed accordingly with our 
cosmopolitan ideal, in order to understand and comprehend the practical level in 
depth. The practical level will be analysed accordingly with our cosmopolitan 
ideal. As empirical framework we intend to use different background papers from 
the practical level, but also an interview in which we have conducted with an 
expert in this area. These documents will be presented in section 3.4, page 32. 
This analytical strategy has allowed us to see different tension between the 
articulatory practice and the practical level concerning the case of Ukraine It has 
furthermore allowed us to see how and to what extent the cosmopolitan ideal is 
embedded within respectively the articulatory practice and the practical level. In 
relation to this we will present the four basic discursive concepts, which will be 
applied throughout the analysis part 1.  
 
• Articulation: Articulation will in our perception refer to coherence. 
Articulations are attempts to fix a particular construction of a discourse.  
• Discourse: A discourse will in this report relate to whatever signifies or 
has meaning. We will however only focus on those discourses that are a 
part of the discursive formation.  
• Discursive formation: As we see discursive formation, as described by 
Laclau and Mouffe (1985), this concept relates to the line of discourses 
that attempt to construct the same object (readmission agreements). 
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• Prevailing discourse: Because of the floating character of a discourse, the 
discourses outlined within this project merge together at some point. A 
prevailing discourse in this sense binds other discourses together into one 
discursive construction of the case of the readmission agreement. 
 
In order to illustrate our analytical strategy, we have created a model. This model 
has been highly influenced by Thomas Diez (1997)15.  
3.3.1 Analysis part 1 
In part 1 of our analysis we seek to understand, how and to what extent the EU 
concerning the case of Ukraine embeds our cosmopolitan ideal within the 
articulations. We have carried out a pragmatic discourse analysis by making use 
of a document analysis of our background papers from the EU and basic 
discursive concepts. This has allowed us to find five different discourses, which 
are constituted by different articulations by the EU concerning the case of 
Ukraine. These discourses has furthermore been analysed accordingly with our 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
15 This is with special regard to his paper on “Governance – A matter Of Discourse, Discursive Nodal Points 
In The British Debate Over Europe”, 1997 
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cosmopolitan ideal. This entire part 1 of our analysis allows us to understand how 
and to what extent the cosmopolitan ideal is embedded within the articulations of 
the EU. This has furthermore made us capable of understanding the practical level 
in depth.  
3.3.2 Analysis part 2 
In part 2 of our analysis we intend to focus on the practical level. In this sense, we 
wish to outline different tension between ‘what is being said’ in part 1 and ‘what 
is being done’ at the practical level in part 2. In order to understand the practical 
level we have included different background papers and an interview, and our 
cosmopolitan ideal in order to grasp the different dimensions of the case of 
Ukraine. We have divided part two into the five outlined discourses from part 1, 
in order to make a common thread between the two analytical parts. The division 
of the analysis into the five discourses is in this sense merely a tool to provide a 
sense of structure. We will, within each articulated discourse, analyze whether or 
not the individual discourses comply with the practical level, and furthermore 
whether or not our cosmopolitan ideal is embedded within this level.  
3.4 The empirical framework 
In this section, we will outline how our empirical framework has been discovered, 
which types of documents we have chosen to use and how we will use them 
throughout this paper. We have found our documents by using the so-called 
‘snow-ball method’. This method implies, that when reading one document you 
view references and suggestions within the document, which leads to new 
material (Lyngaard 2012: 141). By doing so, it creates an immense knowledge 
and makes it possible to view the area of interest from several perspectives. We 
have been able to collect a wide variety of relevant material, which is recognised, 
relevant and recent. We have collected our empirical framework from documents, 
background papers, articles and an interview. We will therefore, throughout this 
paper, combine several materials while analysing and discussing our research 
area. This way of working is called triangulation. We have, while looking through 
the immense material on this subject, been able to combine our material into three 
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different sets of background papers: The EU, The practical level and an Expert-
Interview.  
 
 
 
Our empirical framework will be a combination of an interview, documents from 
the EU and documents from the practical level. This will create a strong baseline, 
which will enable us to discuss our research area from several perspectives. 
Furthermore, it will allow us to construct a thorough analytical discussion, 
because our knowledge of the area will be comprehensive and represent different 
articulations.  
3.4.1 EU background papers 
Our background papers are official EU documents16 from within the EU itself, 
which allows us to understand how the case of Ukraine has been carried out. 
Official EU documents allows us to depict the readmission papers from the 
perspective of the EU. The first part of our analysis will be based on the 
readmission agreement made between EU and Ukraine (European Union 
18.12.2007), which will be looked upon in conjunction with EU’s returns 
directive (European Union 24.12.2008). The readmission agreement seen between 
EU and Ukraine implies the common standards for the EU member states and is 
embedded in the cooperation seen between the partners. The readmission 
agreement can therefore best be looked upon in collaboration with the returns 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
16 All the official documents within the EU background papers is outlined in bibliography under: EU 
background papers 
EU	  background	  papers	  
Background	  papers	  on	  the	  practical	  level	   Expert	  -­‐	  Interview	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directive. Furthermore, we have selected association agendas and action plans 
made by the EU on the cooperation seen between the EU and Ukraine (European 
Union 2005, European Commission 2005, Brussels 18.06.2007, European 
Commission 2010, Brussels 10.10.2012). These are very important when 
analysing whether or not our cosmopolitan ideal is embedded within EU 
documents. We have also included official press releases from the EU in order to 
depict the general concerns seen within the readmission agreements portrayed 
from the perspective of the EU (Brussels 17.06.2008, Brussels 23.02.2011, 
Brussels 08.10.2008, Brussels 08.10.2008). The official EU documents are used 
as representatives of EU’s interpretation of the readmission agreement with 
Ukraine. These documents will allow us to understand, why the readmission 
agreement was carried through. They will, in this sense, be the voice of the EU, 
while analysing to what extent our cosmopolitan idea is embedded in the 
readmission agreement and other official documents.  
3.4.2 Background papers used in the practical level  
Our background paper17will represent the chosen non-governmental organisations 
that have commented on the readmission agreement between EU and Ukraine. 
These documents will represent the voice of the non-governmental organisations, 
and will in this sense illustrate what really happens on the practical level. These 
organisations are our only opportunity to gain an understanding of the ‘real’ 
situation in Ukraine, because they monitor the readmission agreement (Baird 
2013: see page 108).  
We have chosen to use non-governmental organisations, Amnesty International, 
Jesuit Refugee Service (JRS) Europe and HRW throughout our paper. These 
organisations have argued critically towards the readmission agreement with 
Ukraine. Amnesty International (Amnesty 2005, Amnesty 2010) has published 
several reports stressing the problematic human rights violations seen in Ukraine 
such as torture and ill treatments - especially concerning illegal immigrants, 
asylum seekers and refugees. Human Rights Watch (HRW) (HRW 2010a, WRH 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  17 All the documents within the background papers from the practical level is outlined in bibliography under: 
EU background papers	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2010b, HRW 2010c, HRW 2011, HRW 2012) has throughout its immense 
material questioned the cooperation seen between EU and Ukraine. HRW argues, 
in line with Amnesty International, that immigrants are being ill-treated and even 
tortured. However, HRW has published reports with interviews with migrants 
held in detention in Ukraine. This gives us a more direct understanding of how the 
readmission agreement is used in practice, than what the reports from Amnesty 
does. JRS has interviewed migrants held in detention in Ukraine (JRS) (JRS 
2011). JRS is a Christian organisation and despite its religious worldview, we find 
the reflections and interviews relevant. This organisation has enabled us to gain an 
extensive knowledge of the current situation in Ukraine. However, we recognise 
and acknowledge that JRS Christian perspective may affect their political agenda. 
Their focus within the interviews has been on the migrant’s personal stories, 
where as HRW has focused on the overall use of treatments within the detention 
centres. The combination of both reports gives us a more divers image of the 
practical level. These reports are highly questioning whether Ukraine will be able 
to uphold fundamental human rights and whether Ukraine has the capability to 
protect vulnerable people. We have chosen to focus on these main critical voices 
towards the readmission agreement, because they will enable us to gain 
knowledge on the current situation in Ukraine on a more practical level. Unlike 
the official EU documents these organisations monitor the current situation on the 
ground and are able to observe what is happening on a daily basis (Baird 2013: 
see page 108). They are the only ones who are able to monitor and to depict how 
these readmission agreements are actually turning out. In this sense the 
organisations are an immense asset to our paper but will however be analysed 
critically. All three large and recognised organisations are depicting the same 
picture, which is ill treatment of the illegal immigrations in Ukraine. This, we 
believe, portrays an image, which is hard to question. We agree that the 
production of knowledge is a human activity, however, we will use secondary 
sources in able to gain an understanding of the current situation in Ukraine. These 
sources will give us knowledge, which would otherwise have been unattainable. 
The mentioned reports will dominate as the empirical research through most of 
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the analysis. We will also be using other sources, when in the need of statistics on 
the immigrants readmitted from EU to Ukraine and overviews of Ukrainian 
history. We will be looking at these statistics and historical prescription critically, 
in order to only include relevant quantitative knowledge within this paper. We 
recognise that the NGO organisations are highly critical voices, which have a 
certain humanitarian goal. They all have a specific ideology and political agenda, 
which will inevitably influence the way they depict the situation in Ukraine. In 
this sense, we recognise that the image being depicted by the NGO organisations, 
are highly influenced by their humanitarian agenda. While recognising this, we 
have chosen to include an interview. This will be done in able to portray a more 
impartial picture of the situation in Ukraine. This will be elaborated in the 
following section.  
3.4.3 Interview with expert 
Besides using official EU documents and documents from non-governmental 
organisations, we have chosen to conduct a qualitative interview with Theodore 
Baird (hereafter Baird), who is an expert regarding migration studies, and 
therefore, a huge asset to this project In able to portray why and how we have 
chosen to conduct an interview, Steiner Kvales seven interview stages has been 
included18. Thoedore Baird is a postdoc. researcher at the Vrije Universiteit 
Amsterdam, which is the free university of Amsterdam. Baird’s main research 
area is border security and human smuggling, and he has carried out extensive 
fieldwork in the Middle East and Europe. In his master Baird wrote about the 
readmission agreement with Serbia and has continued to follow the updates with 
European migration law closely, which continuous to be a major focus of his 
research. We, as researchers, have a problem-area, and are seeking answers to 
this. In this sense, we recognise that we will primarily only ask questions 
concerning this. We will, unquestionably, try to be open-minded and listen to new 
information that our interviewee may tell us. Furthermore, we will, with help from 
Ankersborg’s critical method, try to include the context, not merely accept 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  18	   We have presented a full seven interview stages in appendix 9.1	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anything as being neutral and be open towards new knowledge. By using an 
interview we have been able to ask and question an expert directly, which has 
enabled us to understand the particular situation without other people’s 
understandings and interpretations. Baird will enable us to understand and 
apprehend the tensions revolving around the readmission agreements in a much 
more specific way, than merely through documents. 
In order to get the best possible understanding from this interview, it is necessary 
for us, as interviewers, to have a structure beforehand, but at the same time we 
have to avoid that the interview gets too structured, so we loose important 
information, which he might wish to present. This makes the interview more 
flexible, which enables us to gain knowledge on areas, which we originally had 
not planned (Bryman, 2004: 314). Our way of conducting the interview will be 
highly influenced by Steiner Kvales semi-structured interview (Kvale & 
Brinkmann 2009: 43).19 Our interview will therefore be less intrusive, as the semi-
structured interview encourages two-way communication. Those being 
interviewed can ask questions of the interviewer; in this way the interview can 
become a structured dialogue. Our main focus is therefore to construct the 
questions in a way, which makes it possible for Baird to utter his own opinions 
and observations. This type of interview will not just provide us with the answers 
to our questions; it will also explain the reasons. This interview will therefore be 
used as critical perspectives set up against our documents from the EU and the 
practical level, which includes non-governmental organisations. This will 
therefore be an important factor when looking at our use of triangulation 
throughout this project. The use of this triangulation also makes it possible for us 
to relate to the used empirical data in a critical way and enhances the reliability of 
this project.  
3.5.4 Critical assessment of the empirical framework 
While using this so-called ‘snow-ball method’, we have looked critically upon the 
collected materials and especially questioned the objective of the documents. We 
have done this with help from Vibeke Ankersborg, who argues that it is of utmost 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
19 Please see appendix page 100 for a full interview guide 
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importance to view your material critically, because it is man-made (Ankersborg 
2001: 16). In this section we will describe our critical assessment towards our 
material. We wish to use this critical perspective, to categorise, analyse and assess 
our material, whilst hoping that this will give us a wider understanding of our 
problem area. Being critical does not necessarily mean that you are being 
negative, according to Ankersborg. It means, the ‘art to prorate’, which can be 
understood as a deliberate position, which argues that we should not understand 
anything as being objective nor neutral (Ibid.: 10). We will merely be inspired by 
Ankersborg’s critical perspective, and therefore, not use it in detail. While writing 
this critical assessment, we wish to create a transparency throughout the paper. 
According to Ankersborg, the producer of the material always has a certain 
objective and a particular message when writing an article, document, text etc. 
Because of this very fact we have acknowledged that it is highly important to 
question the reasons why the material has been created and in what context. We 
acknowledge that e.g. our NGO’s have a specific political humanitarian agenda, 
which will affect their critical assessment of the situation in Ukraine. We 
recognise the fact, that our material does not represent the ultimate truth; it will 
always represent a certain point of view. The producer will always be represented 
by a specific culture, a certain education and a certain political perspective 
(Ankersborg 2001: 63). According to Ankersborg, our material will be pointless, 
if we read them without having knowledge of the context, because it will always 
have a indirect or direct reference to the cultural setting in which it is written 
(Ibid.: 86). We have therefore, tried to fully comprehend the case of Ukraine, and 
in this sense, understand the cultural settings. It is the sources we get our 
knowledge from; we do not know anything before we have read the material. Yet, 
we cannot understand the material, if we do not know anything about the 
particular context (Ankersborg 2001: 32).  
 
We recognise that there exists primary sources and secondary sources. According 
to Ankersborg, it is highly important to come as close to the primary source as 
possible, because some material has been rewritten by new writers so many times, 
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that it can be difficult to state what the primary source contains (Ankersborg 
2001: 57). This is why, it has been extremely important for this paper to use 
official EU documents in able to view the cosmopolitan perspectives. It has 
additionally been important to us to create our own material (our interview). We 
do recognise that even though we create our material ourselves, that does not 
make it objective or neutral. We, as researchers, have a problem-area, and are 
seeking answers to this. In this sense, we recognise that we will primarily only ask 
questions concerning this. We will, unquestionably, try and be open-minded and 
listen to new information that our interviewee may tell us. Furthermore, we will, 
with help from Ankersborg’s critical method, try and include the context, not 
merely accept anything as being neutral and be open towards new knowledge. By 
using an interview we have been able to ask and question an expert directly, 
which has enabled us to understand the particular situation without other people’s 
understandings and interpretations. Secondary sources are, according to 
Ankersborg, always a depiction of other people’s experiences, which is always 
per definition attached to insecurity (Ibid.: 59). We agree with Ankersborg in this 
assessment, and therefore argue that it is not possible to use this material without 
being skeptical towards its objective and point of view, especially concerning our 
non-governmental organisations, which we acknowledge have particularly critical 
assessments, because they have a political and ideological agenda. We agree that 
the production of knowledge is a human activity, however, we will use secondary 
sources in able to gain an understanding of the current situation in Ukraine. These 
sources will give us knowledge, which would otherwise have been unattainable.  
3.5 The use of different migration terms 
This section will present our understandings of different migration terms and 
portray how they will be used throughout this paper. We acknowledge that there 
exist more terms, we have however merely chosen to include the ones we use in 
this paper.   
o Migrants: This term includes migrants of refugees, displaced persons, 
economic migrants and persons moving for other purposes, including 
family reunification (IOM 2011).  
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o Illegal immigrants: This term is articulated by the EU within this paper 
and includes immigrants being on European territory illegally, which 
posses a threat to the protection of the European citizens within the EU 
(See elaboration on page 46).  
o Irregular immigrants: This term is concerning the movement that takes 
place outside the regulatory norms of sending, transit and receiving 
countries (IOM 2011). It is regarding entry, stay or work in a country 
without the necessary authorisation or documents required under the 
hosting countries immigration regulation.  
o Asylum seekers: This term includes people who seek safety from 
persecution or serious harm in a country other than their own, while 
requesting asylum. An asylum seeker can therefore, be seen as a non-
citizen in the country they seek refugee status, and if denied refugee status 
be seen as an irregular or unlawful migrant (OIM 2011).  
o Refugee: Refugees fear persecution on the basis of race, religion, 
nationality, membership of a particular social group or political opinions, 
or whose lives, security or freedom have been threatened (Ibid.). A refugee 
can be categorised by the hosting state or by UNHCR through the Refugee 
Rights Convention from 1951 (UNHCR 1951).  
o Immigrants are non-nationals moving into a country for the purpose of 
settlement. 
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4. Background knowledge 
In order to work with Ukraine as a case study, we would briefly like to present the 
political context of Ukraine, as we see the political environment as important in 
order to understand the context in which these agreements take place. After the 
fall of the Soviet Union in 1991, Ukraine declared independence and was needed 
to recreate its entire physical and social infrastructure. The government 
institutions which existed at the time Ukraine were a Soviet republic had to be re-
structured. It is therefore, a completely new political system, which has been 
accused of corruption and bribery (JRS 2011: 6). Refugee and asylum laws are 
therefore a relatively new area of jurisprudence for the Ukrainian government. 
Ukraine has attempted to establish democratic institutions and Ukrainian 
constitution can be classified as democratic, but the development can still be seen 
as being behind other European nations (Ibid.: 16). While Yulia Tymoshenko was 
Prime Minister, Ukraine was categorised as a free and well functioning 
democracy, but was later downsized to partly free when Viktor Yanukovych 
became Prime Minister in 2005 (Kramer et. al. 2011: ii). 
Before the readmission agreement came in force, Ukraine’s overall human rights 
record were considered poor, with examples of torture and ill treatments in 
detention centres and the law enforcement personnel where accused of corruption. 
The country had no clear migration policy and a flawed and restrictive refugee 
law20 (HRW 2010a: 1). Furthermore, disagreements on executive and legislative 
treatment of migrants led to a yearlong breakdown of the Ukrainian asylum 
system until August 2010 (Pozniak 2013: 2). EU already started negotiations with 
Ukraine on a readmission agreement in 2002 (Kruse 2006: 26). The readmission 
agreement between the EU and Ukraine came in force the 1st of January 2010 and 
pushed Ukraine forward towards its euro-integration ambitions. Since the action 
plan on Justice and Home Affairs between EU and Ukraine in 2001, Ukrainian 
officials have repeatedly underlines Ukraine’s long term goal of EU membership 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
20 In 2009 only 3 % of asylum seekers obtained refugee status and war was not a ground for granting refugee 
status (HRW 2010a: 2). 
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(Kruse 2006: 25). Within this agreement Ukraine is agreeing to take immigrants 
traveling from Ukrainian territory to a EU member state, who do not fulfil all the 
requirements of entry to or stay on the territory of the EU member state. This 
includes third-country nationals or stateless persons who illegally entered a EU 
member state from Ukrainian territory (Pozniak 2013: 1). Within this agreement 
Ukraine is receiving asylum seekers and refugees, who are unable to access legal 
aid, medical care or education, some do not have the means to return home or 
obtain a refugee or legal residency status in the EU or Ukraine (JRS 2011: 2). 
After the readmission agreement came in force the State Border Service of 
Ukraine (hereafter SBSU) readmitted around 1500 persons, whereas most were 
Ukraine nationals or nationals of a CIS country21 and 13,8 % nationals of 
developing Asian and African countries (Pozniak 2013: 2f). This also portrays 
that the Ukrainian citizens are trying to enter the EU. Ukraine is also one of the 
largest donor-countries of labour force in Europe (Ibid.: 5). During 2010 Ukraine 
established reforms in order to manifest a closer association with the EU. In 
August 2010 a new law was enacted which expanded the grounds for recognising 
refugee status in Ukraine, including forms of protection, automatically grants of 
minors refugee status when parents receive it and ensuring better access to 
education for the children of refugees. However, the law does not provide 
protection for those facing indiscriminate violence (HRW 2012: 1).  
 
 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
21 Common Wealth of Independent states – former Soviet Republic states from the breakup of the Soviet 
Union 
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5. Analysis  
In this section we will introduce our analysis part 1 and part 2. By dividing our 
analysis into these two parts we seek to analyse the case of Ukraine, and the basis 
for entering into this agreement, from a cosmopolitan perspective, in order to 
answer our research question. In part 1 of the analysis we will, as explained in 
methodology (page 30), outline different discourses in the official documents 
from the EU, based on a document analysis and basic discursive concepts. These 
discourses will allow us to bring out the consistent articulations by the EU 
concerning the case of Ukraine. Based on the outlined discourses we further seek 
to analyse whether or not these are embedded within our cosmopolitan ideal. In 
analysis part 2 we seek to explain what happens on the practical level. We intend 
to include different organizations, experts and statements on what really happens, 
when this readmission agreement is carried out on a practical level. We further 
seek to analyse this practical level in line with our cosmopolitan ideal. This is 
done in able to highlight the different tensions this paper finds between what the 
EU articulates, concerning the case of Ukraine, and what happens on a practical 
level.   
5.1 Analysis part 1 
We are interested in how the readmission agreement is articulated by the EU, and 
from the perspective of EU we will now make a pragmatic discourse analysis 
based on a document analysis and basic discursive concepts. This will allow us to 
see which discourses are dominant in trying to articulate the readmission 
agreement. The outlined discourses are the total understanding of the many 
articulations that have created coherence for us. However in defining the different 
discourses it has made sense for us to combine different articulations that draw on 
the same common sense into five different discourses. We are aware of the fact 
that the delimitations, that this process creates, as a discourse is not something 
fixed and will therefore merge with other discourses because of its floating 
character. Our concepts of discourses have therefore been limited to our 
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perception of a common understanding of different articulatory practices. As an 
example we have created a discourse of cooperation from different articulations 
concerning cooperation between EU and its member states and between EU and 
third countries. The discourse of cooperation is therefore constructed based on 
how the EU articulates the necessity of cooperation. We have in this sense treated 
discourse as an analytical concept, in which we apply as a framework for our 
analysis. In this way our practical discourse analysis will be strategically limited 
according to our reading of the background papers from the EU. Following the 
practical discourse analysis we seek to analyse the five outlined discourses in 
accordance with our cosmopolitan ideal. This will allow us to see how, and to 
what extent, the cosmopolitan ideal is embedded in the different articulations 
(discourses) of our background papers from the EU.  
5.1.1 A Discourse Of Cooperation 
Throughout the official EU documents we see an articulation of different types of 
cooperative features establishing a common construction of a discourse that 
emphasizes cooperation. This discourse is in this way the structured totality 
resulting from that specific articulatory practice. The articulation of cooperation is 
seen throughout the official documents. When looking at the EU’s returns 
directive, EU stresses that behind this agreement lies several agreements on 
cooperation approaches in the field of immigration and asylum (European Union 
24.12.2008). The discourse of cooperation is therefore constructed based on how 
the EU articulates the necessity of cooperation. Within the different documents 
EU stresses that the cooperation between the EU member states, in the making of 
these common standards, is very important and essential (e.g. European Union 
24.12.2008, European Union Laeken 2001). Furthermore it is stressed that 
cooperation between the EU and a safe third country is of high importance 
(Brussels 05.10.2005, European Commission 2005). Common standards for 
returning third country nationals are essential for the European Union in order to 
improve the strong network seen between the partners and they often use the 
Schengen Acquits as an essential example of this. EU articulates this as a basis for 
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insuring a full mutual recognition of removal decisions (e.g. Brussels 05.10.2005: 
2f). When looking at the case of Ukraine, the EU also articulates the importance 
of a closer cooperation in order to enhance economic integration and a deepening 
of political cooperation (e.g. European Commission 2005: 1ff, European Union 
18.12.2007: 3). This is further emphasized in the relation between the discourse of 
cooperation and the discourse of improving Ukraine’s development (see page 43 
and 47).  
Furthermore this discourse is emphasised, while the EU articulated it as insurance 
that all the partners engaged in the case of Ukraine, are respecting human rights 
(European Union 24.12.2008: 2f, Brussels 18.06.2007, Brussels 08.10.2008). EU 
further articulates the importance of the EU member states to incorporate the 
European readmission agreements in their own governance concerning illegal 
immigrant within their territory. The decisions taken within the EU shall therefore 
be seen in the member states policy towards illegal migrants and readmission 
(European Union 24.12.2008). This is stressed through the conclusions made by 
the European Council in Seville in 2002 (European Union 24.12.2008: 2, 
European Union Seville 2002), where every member of the European Community 
agreed on common terms for the management of migration flows. This should be 
with respect to the member states national governance and fundamental rights, 
which both concern the member states and the concerned immigrants (Brussels 
23.02.2011: 12, European Union 24.12.2008). EU also stresses that in order for 
these readmission agreements to be in line with international obligations, national 
security and stronger coherence, the EU member states are an important part of 
the execution of these common agreements (Brussels 08.10.2008: 11) 
5.1.2 A Discourse Of Transparency 
Throughout the official EU documents the EU articulates the need for 
transparency within the case of Ukraine constituting a second discourse of 
transparency. This is done through developing conditions for open and 
competitive award of contracts, insuring judicial review, further consolidating of 
the functioning of the market economy and most important through clear, 
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transparent and fair rules between the partners (e.g. European Commission 2005, 
European Union 24.12.2008). In this sense EU articulates that the necessity of 
transparency shall be seen through an open cooperation between the partners, i.e. 
EU and Ukraine, and the EU’s approach and guidelines on forced return (Council 
of Europe 2005). The importance of transparency is also seen throughout the 
different conclusions made by the European Union of the cooperation and the case 
of Ukraine and other safe third countries (Brussels 10.12.2012, European 
Commission 2010, Brussels 23.02.2011). We see a discourse of transparency in 
the sense that EU wants to develop an implementation of the different 
readmission agreements to be transparent for others. 
5.1.3 A Discourse Of International Obligations 
The acknowledgement and articulation of the international aspects behind the 
immigration flows towards the EU is also described and recognised by the EU in 
the official documents, and therefore constitutes a third discourse of international 
obligations (e.g. European Union 24.12.2008, Brussels 08.10.2008). The global 
dimensions are by the EU seen as the external dimensions of the European 
Unions’ migration policy. The way in which the EU wants to approach this issue 
is through genuine partnership with the safe third countries (as described under 
the discourse of cooperation) in respect for the Universal Declaration of Human 
Rights (EDHR) and international laws and constitutions. Within almost all the 
official documents describing the EU’s approach towards general readmission 
agreements, the human aspect is essential in order for these agreements to work 
(e.g. Brussels 05.10.2005: 3, Brussels 08.10.2008: 6, Brussels 17.06.2008, 
European Union 24.12.2008: 1ff). What strikes us as important, when looking at 
EU’s articulation of Human Rights within the official documents, is that the 
articulation of the preservation of these international rights often is seen as a 
separate section within these documents, which highlights how important the EU 
prioritise these international obligations. As articulated in EU’s returns directive 
the respect for international obligations within these agreements also legitimize 
the use of readmission agreements in general when returning illegally staying 
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immigrants. This respect for international obligations insures a fair and effective 
asylum system, especially with respect for the principle of non-refoulement (e.g. 
European Union 24.12.2008: 1, European Union Tampere 2001). The respect for 
human rights, non-refoulement and other international laws and obligations 
therefore has to be an essential part of the processes when the EU member states 
uses readmission agreements in order to return illegal staying immigrants.  
5.1.4 A Discourse Of Security 
The territorial protection of all the EU member states is also articulated as an 
important basis for the necessity of readmission agreements in general 
constituting a fourth discourse of security (e.g. European Union 24.12.2008: 2, 
Brussels 23.02.2011: 5). The way in which the illegal immigrants are articulated 
in these official documents is also very essential when looking at the protection of 
EU member state’s territory. The general readmission agreements concerns third-
country nationals who are staying illegally, but who cannot be sent back to their 
country of origin (e.g. European Union 24.12.2008: 1f). These people are 
articulated with an overall term of illegal immigrants (There is no distinction 
between legal, illegal, asylum seeker, refugee etc.). The security issue is therefore 
seen in the perspective of immigrants being on European territory illegally, which 
poses a threat to the protection of the European citizens within the European 
Union. The EU recognises the international developments that influence the 
immigration flows within the EU Member states, but also stresses that the EU 
does not have the capacity to take care of all immigrants coming into European 
territory. This is further seen in the articulations concerning illegal immigrants, as 
all immigrants who, through different reasons, is without permission to stay in a 
EU member state. Because of EU’s use of the general readmission agreements 
this also concerns asylum seekers and refugees, who travelled to a EU member 
state across a safe third country (European Union 24.12.2008: 2, European Union 
18.12.2007: 1, Brussels 05.10.2005: 2). The articulation ‘illegal immigration’ is 
articulated in all the official documents, concerning the readmission agreement, 
including the case of Ukraine (European Union 18.12.2007) and in the following 
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press releases concerning the cooperation within the case of Ukraine (e.g. 
Brussels 18.06.2007, European Commission 2005). The articulations that 
constructs this discourse is revolved around articulations to promote stability, 
security and well being between the EU and Ukraine with regards to their 
common concern for territorial security and protection (European Commission 
2005: 9ff). 
5.1.5 A Discourse Of Improving Ukraine’s Development  
The creation of a readmission agreement with Ukraine is a part of a developing 
plan seen between the two parts. The articulations regarding this development 
plan deal with the improvement of the Ukrainian legislation, economy, norms and 
standards in order to improve economic growth and social cohesion (European 
Commission 2005: 1, European Commission 2010: 1, Brussels 05.10.2005: 2). 
We see these articulations as a fifth discourse of improving Ukraine’s 
development. The partnership plan wishes to see improvements of the democratic 
development within the government, improve the infrastructure and a more liberal 
market economy (European Commission 2005: 2). Even though these improving 
developments are implemented in the partnership plan seen between the EU and 
Ukraine, the EU stresses that Ukraine has to be an active part of the 
implementation and that no actions are taken without Ukraine’s permission. 
Ukraine furthermore has the permission to participate in the EU community (Ibid: 
2f, Brussels 10.12.2012). This cooperation seen between the EU and Ukraine is 
part of the European Neighbourhood and Partnership Instrument (ENPI), which is 
established to promote prosperity and good neighbourliness between the EU and 
the partner countries (European Parliament 2004). 
5.1.6 The cosmopolitan aspects in the readmission agreement 
We have now outlined five different discourses, which we see articulated by the 
EU concerning the case of Ukraine. As already mentioned, due to the floating 
character of a discourse, all of our outlined discourses merge together at some 
point. We do however see, that the discourse on cooperation and the discourse on 
international obligations constitute two prevailing discourses, as they both merge 
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with all five discourses. We will therefore treat them as two prevailing discourses 
binding all the articulated discourses together into one discursive formation of the 
readmission agreement in the rest of the analysis. In the following section we seek 
to analyse how and to what extent our cosmopolitan ideal is embedded in these 
five different articulated discourses. The following framework will follow the four 
bullet points22 outlined in our cosmopolitan ideal (see page 23). This framework 
provides the analysis with a structure and an overall common thread between the 
discourses and the ideal. It is important for us to stress, that even though our 
analysis will be structured accordingly with the presented bullet points in our 
cosmopolitan ideal, we will still draw upon aspects from the entire ideal. The 
bullet points will just provide us, and the reader, with a sense of structure.  
5.1.7 Global awareness and Global responsibility 
The most important values embedded in our ideal of cosmopolitanism are global 
awareness and global responsibility. They are in this entire analysis the glue that 
holds all five discourses together with our ideal. Both values are embedded in 
each other, and we therefore find no need to separate them. These two values are 
therefore not limited to this section only, but will consistently be touched upon in 
the following sections. Due to the world risk society we need to recognize, that 
we do not live in a territorialized state anymore, but in a cosmopolitan state, 
where everyone’s problems concerns everyone (Beck 2006: 150). Having global 
responsibility therefore implies having global awareness. With this in mind, as the 
basis for our cosmopolitan ideal, we therefore wish to touch upon the next two 
bullet points and analyse these accordingly with our five discourses.  
5.1.8 Respect for all human kind 
One of the fundamental values of the new cosmopolitanism is the rejection of the 
thought of a common human kind. Instead it places importance on the diversity in 
people and the acknowledgement of ‘the other’ (Thorup 2004). A respect for all 
human kind, hence human rights, is therefore of high importance in our 
cosmopolitan vision. We see these values embedded in the discourse on 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
22 Global awareness, global responsibility, respect for all human rights, mutual recognition. 
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international obligations, as it emphasises a respect for human rights, 
international asylum laws and the non-refoulement agreement. The human aspect 
behind the general readmission agreements is seen as essential in order for these 
agreements to work (e.g. Brussels 05.10.2005, Brussels 08.10.2008: 6). Our 
cosmopolitan ideal argues, that we have a globally shared collective future and in 
this sense a global responsibility to all human kind in a world risk society (Beck 
2002: 35). As the EU attempts to incorporate a solidarity based on many of the 
essential values seen within our cosmopolitan ideal, such as democracy and 
human rights, we see the discourse on international obligations in accordance 
with our cosmopolitan ideal. These cosmopolitan values are implemented in the 
case of Ukraine when looking at the acknowledgement behind this agreement:   
 
Acknowledging the necessity of observing human rights and freedoms, and 
emphasising that this Agreement shall be without prejudice to the rights and 
obligations of the Community, the Member States of the European Union and Ukraine 
arising from the Universal Declaration of Human Rights of 10 December 1948 and 
from international law, in particular, from the European Convention of 4 November 
1950 for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms, the Convention 
of 28 July 1951 and the Protocol of 31 January 1967 on the Status of Refugees, the 
international Covenant on Civil and Political Rights of 19 December 1966 and 
international instruments on extradition” (European Union 18.12.2007: 1, quote).  
 
EU and Ukraine emphasises the importance of international laws, human rights 
and freedom, which are all values embedded in the discourse of international 
obligations. The general readmission agreements are also a part of the CEAS, 
where the European Council stresses, that the European integration is: 
 
“ (…) rooted in a shared commitment to freedom based on human rights, democratic 
institutions and the rule of law” (European Parliament Tampere 1999, quote). 
 
With the emphasis on the respect for international laws and the establishment of 
CEAS to create a common and fair asylum policy we also see the discourse on 
international obligations in accordance with cosmopolitanism as a political 
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project. Our cosmopolitan ideal stresses the importance of creating a global 
framework and global institutions, where we can practice fair democracy, and 
only with the cosmopolitan democracy can we ensure that these democratic laws 
are maintained and upheld (Held 1997:272). Here the European Union is a great 
example of a global institution, where democracy and human rights can be 
practised and respected (Held 1997, Beck & Grande 2007). The EU seems to be in 
accordance with these values, as they emphasise a respect for international law, 
democracy and human rights and stresses that only cooperation across nations can 
fulfil this. This merges with our discourses on cooperation where the EU stresses, 
that cooperation between EU member states and non-EU member states is an 
important factor for the readmission agreement to work properly (e.g. Brussels 
17.06.2008, European Union 24.12.2008: 1ff). We would in this sense argue, that 
the EU takes global responsibility to lay down guidelines for a respectful handling 
of illegal immigrants on an international level. At the same time the EU shows 
global awareness, by recognizing this problem and hereby cooperate with safe 
third countries in order to implement these guidelines outside their own borders.  
 
By drawing on the values from our cosmopolitan ideal as a political project we 
also see the discourse of transparency embedded in these values. EU is through 
the official documents expressing a necessity for transparency, which involved all 
agents. This is also shown through the making of common guidelines on forced 
return. The Council of Europe emphasises that: 
 
The last paragraph is in line with the general approach of these Guidelines, which 
emphasize the transparency of the return procedures and the accountability of all the 
agents involved. For a returnee to have access to adequate information about his 
rights and about available opportunities is an essential condition for being able to 
exercise these rights effectively and to benefit from these opportunities (Council of 
Europe 2005: 35, quote) 
 
The EU is in this sense stressing a clear, transparent and fair set of rules between 
the partners. A cosmopolitan model for the immigration policy within the EU can 
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only be possible if democratic law can be maintained and upheld (Held 1997: 
272). The transparency seen within the case of Ukraine, and the emphasis of 
international obligations and cooperation concerning international democratic 
laws and agreements, are all values in accordance with our cosmopolitan ideal.  
 
In the official EU documents we see human rights and international obligations 
having its own central and separate section which, in our view, is a indicator for 
how prevailing the discourses on international obligations and the discourse on 
cooperation are within the development and practice of readmission agreements 
in general. In the case of Ukraine, fair and effective treatment is emphasised in 
able to insure illegal immigrants fundamental rights. This is further emphasised in 
the returns directive:   
 
The Brussels European Council of 4 and 5 November 2004 called for the establishment 
of an effective removal and repatriation policy, based on common standards, for 
persons to be returned in a humane manner and with full respect for their fundamental 
rights and dignity (European Union 24.12.2008: 1, quote) 
 
EU finds an existence of a common standard for returning illegal staying third-
country nationals as essential, which ensures a humane treatment of the persons 
involved. This respect for all human kind is very much embedded within the EU’s 
official documents, and we therefore see an expression of global responsibility in 
accordance with our cosmopolitan ideal. This not only shows that EU expresses 
world openness in these official documents but also a global awareness where they 
commit to dialogue and solve issues without violence, which is very much evident 
in the discourse on cooperation and the discourse of international obligation. This 
shows that EU recognises its international obligations towards illegal immigrants, 
they recognize it as a global problem, and the fact that they have the right to a fair 
treatment in line with international laws. This is seen embedded within our 
cosmopolitan ideal, where it is important to show global awareness and global 
responsibility to all states and individuals, because we have a globally shared 
collective future (Beck 2002: 35).  
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We also see Ukraine expressing global responsibility concerning the case of 
Ukraine They are accepting illegal immigrants from EU member states23 and are 
therefore, recognising global responsibility as a nation-state in the handling of 
illegal immigrants. We also see that both parties gain from this readmission 
agreement, drawing upon the discourse on improving Ukraine’s development and 
the discourse of security, and not just expressing global awareness. Nevertheless 
this is also recognized by our cosmopolitan ideal as cosmopolitan realism (Beck 
2006, Beck & Grande 2007), where all partners gain from an agreement or 
cooperation. Global issues cannot be solved on a national level, according to our 
ideal. A global concern of illegal immigrants shall therefore be solved on a global 
level, while recognising that the cooperative partners gain from the agreement. The 
cooperation can therefore be seen as an expression of global awareness from both 
sides.  
The common set of rules in the handling of illegal immigrants is an important 
factor within this the case of Ukraine, because it highlights the willingness to 
comply with the international obligations. Within our cosmopolitan ideal all states 
and individuals has to work together towards one common goal (Beck 2006: 14). 
We see this common goal as respecting human rights. This understanding is 
reflected in the cooperation seen between EU and Ukraine and underlines the 
discourse of transparency. EU is at the same time emphasising that they are 
working towards cooperation with Ukraine in order to help them to live op to the 
international democratic laws (European Union 2005). This cooperation between 
EU and Ukraine draws on the discourse of improving Ukraine’s development. The 
EU recognises Ukraine as a nation-state, but is also helping Ukraine in order to 
improve their economic growth and social cohesion; EU is in this sense inviting 
Ukraine to participate in the EU community (e.g. Brussels 10.12.2012). This also 
draws on the discourse on international obligations, as the EU seeks to help and 
Ukraine to develop and prosper. According to the official documents, we see the 
overall improvement of Ukraine’s development as the dominating reason behind 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
23 Some of them are not Ukraine citizens (Pozniak 2013: 2) 
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the making of the readmission agreement. Ukraine is at the same time recognising 
the EU, as they commit to the readmission agreement between them.  
5.1.9 Mutual recognition 
As stated above we see a respect for human rights and the diversity in people 
within our outlined discourses concerning the case of Ukraine. In this sense we 
also see a mutual recognition throughout culture, nation, race and gender in our 
discourses in line with our cosmopolitan ideal. The discourse of cooperation is 
central when looking at the mutual recognition seen between EU and Ukraine 
and their common approach towards the international migration flows (which 
also draws on the discourse of security). EU highly stresses the importance of 
cooperation with Ukraine, and the recognition of Ukraine as a reliable partner. 
The cooperation is recognised in the official documents: 
 
The EU and Ukraine can aspire to a qualitatively higher level in their relationship, 
and these agreements are particularly important in this perspective: facilitating 
people-to-people contact can greatly help in increasing mutual understanding and 
improving our relations in all fields (Brussels 18.06.2007: 1, quote form the Vice-
President Franco Frattitni, Commissioner responsible for the Justice, Freedom and 
Security portfolio) 
 
This quote emphasises the mutual recognition seen between EU and Ukraine. As 
stated previously EU sees this as a basis for insuring cooperation between them 
(Brussels 05.10.2005: 2f). It is seen within the case of Ukraine and in general that 
the EU wishes to respect Ukraine as a nation-state and cooperate with them based 
on a mutual recognition to the different cultures, races and nations. EU 
furthermore argues that no actions will be taken without Ukraine’s permission and 
that EU wants to help Ukraine prosper with focus on democratic values and 
politics, which also draws on our discourse of improving Ukraine’s development 
(European Union 2005: 2).  
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Looking at our discourse of security it could be argued, accordingly with our 
ideal, that the world risk society has brought a risk to the European Union in the 
sense of illegal immigrants, ‘welfare tourists’ etc. (Beck 1992: 47f).  The world 
risk society has in this sense evened out the differences between EU and Ukraine 
and brought the two countries together working towards a common goal, which is 
to deal with these illegal immigrants. The EU and Ukraine therefore cooperate in 
the case of Ukraine in order to deal with this security risk. However, as mentioned 
in section 5.1.4 (page 46) it will only be in line with the respect for human rights 
and the diversity in people. EU recognises their global responsibility and 
cooperates with their neighbouring safe third countries to solve this global issue, 
which draws on the discourse of International Obligations and the discourse of 
Cooperation. EU’s global awareness of their international obligations is also 
evident in many of our official document, among others:  
 
The Global Approach to migration can be defined as the external dimension of the 
European Union's migration policy. It is based on genuine partnership with third 
countries, is fully integrated into the EU's other external policies, and addresses all 
migration and asylum issues in a comprehensive and balanced manner (Brussels 
08.10.2008: 2, quote) 
 
In this sense the EU acknowledges Ukraine as an equal partner working towards a 
common goal, while respecting human rights. This discussion draws furthermore 
on the discourse of cooperation as the EU also recognises, that the problem with 
illegal immigrants, is a problem many of the member states are facing. As the 
individual member states then incorporate this readmission agreement in their 
politics, they recognise the EU and the work and cooperation seen between EU 
and Ukraine. We therefore, see a mutual recognition between the parties involved 
(EU, EU member states and Ukraine). This cooperation is furthermore necessary 
when securing peace and prosperity in the EU as well as outside the EU (European 
Parliament Tampere 1999), which also draws on our discourse of Security.  
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5.2 Sub conclusion 
We have in part 1 of our analysis outlined five different discourses that we see 
articulated within the EU concerning the case of Ukraine and the basis for 
entering into such an agreement. We have through a document analysis and basic 
discursive concepts outlined the following discourses: A discourse of cooperation, 
a discourse of transparency, a discourse of international obligations, a discourse 
of security and a discourse of improving Ukraine’s development. These five 
discourses have been analysed accordingly with our cosmopolitan ideal, in which 
we find a strikingly accordance. We will in this sense argue that within our 
background papers from the EU, we see a high degree of global awareness and 
global responsibility expressed in the articulations concerning the case of Ukraine.  
  
The EU draws upon the discourse of international obligations as they emphasise a 
respect for human rights, international asylum laws and the non-refoulement 
agreement in order to show global awareness concerning the issue with illegal 
immigrants, while recognizing a global responsibility towards the concerned 
individual. In order to establish the general readmission agreements with respect 
for human rights, it is furthermore important for EU to cooperate with its member 
states and states outside its border, drawing upon the discourse of cooperation. 
The EU perceives the issue of illegal immigrants as a security threat, drawing 
upon the discourse of security. In this sense the EU takes global responsibility to 
solve this issue on a global scale by cooperating through dialogue and diplomacy, 
rather than acting with violence. The EU and Ukraine furthermore emphasises the 
importance of international laws, human rights and freedom. This is very much in 
accordance with our cosmopolitan ideal to solve global issues through democracy 
and herby drawing upon the cosmopolitan democracy from our ideal type. This 
furthermore draws upon the discourse of transparency, as the EU acknowledges a 
clear, transparent and fair set of rules between the partners. A cosmopolitan model 
for the immigration policy within the EU can only be possible if democratic law 
can be maintained and upheld (Held 1997: 272). The transparency seen within the 
case of Ukraine and the emphasis of international obligations and cooperation 
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concerning international democratic laws and agreements are all values in 
accordance with our cosmopolitan ideal.  
Ukraine is also showing global awareness and global responsibility in the case of 
Ukraine, as they accept to help illegal immigrants. However this draws upon the 
discourse on developing Ukraine’s development and the discourse of security, as 
both partners gain from this agreement. This is also in line with out cosmopolitan 
ideal concerning cosmopolitan realism. We will in this sense furthermore argue 
that within the official documents from the EU exists a clear and mutual 
recognition between EU and Ukraine. They both work towards the same goal as 
to deal with the global problem of illegal immigrants, drawing on the discourse of 
cooperation and the discourse of security. The EU and its member states 
acknowledge improving Ukraine’s development, which draws on the discourse to 
improve Ukraine’s development. This seems to be the reason within the official 
documents why the EU is making readmission agreements with safe third 
countries. In this sense all of our discourses are to some extent embedded in our 
cosmopolitan ideal. The discourse on international obligations and the discourse 
of cooperation are the ruling discourses that merge with all other five discourses. 
They are very much embedded within our cosmopolitan ideal. Furthermore, a 
main reason for making the readmission agreement with Ukraine can be seen in 
the discourse of improving Ukraine’s development. EU wants to help Ukraine 
develop towards EU standards. We can therefore conclude form analysis part 1 
that the articulations from the EU concerning the readmission agreement and the 
basis for the case of Ukraine are very much in line with the cosmopolitan values 
set forth in our ideal type. 
 
5.4 Analysis Part 2 
In part 2 of our analysis we intend to concentrate on the practical level concerning 
the case of Ukraine and the basis for entering into this agreement. In this sense we 
wish to outline different tensions between “what is being said” and “what is being 
done”. Part 1 of our analysis showed, that the EU’s articulations were highly 
embedded within our cosmopolitan ideal. We therefore intend to analyse if this is 
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still the case, when looking at the issue from a practical manner (i.e. what happens 
in practice). In order to outline these tensions we seek to structure this analysis 
accordingly with the five discourses presented in part 1 of the analysis. This has 
been done in able to present a common thread through the entire analysis and in 
this way combine part 1 and part 2 of the analysis. We will, within each 
articulated discourse, analyse whether or not the individual discourses comply 
with the practical level. We will furthermore, analyse whether or not our 
cosmopolitan ideal is embedded within this level. We do this while being aware 
that these discourses have a floating character influencing each other at some 
point, and merging together one another. Some discourses are for this reason 
analysed and touched upon a bit more than others. Nevertheless we are aware of 
this and will consequently like to stress, that this entire part 2 of the analysis 
should be read as an entirety. The division of the analysis into the five discourses 
is merely a tool to provide a sense of structure. In the analysis part 1 we saw that 
the discourse of cooperation and the discourse of international obligations were 
the two prevailing discourses. However, on a practical level we will show, that 
these discourses become insignificant, as the discourse of security becomes 
prevailing in practice. In this sense we will furthermore show, that the basis for 
entering into the readmission agreement in the case of Ukraine changes on a 
practical level. In the articulatory practice it as emphasised to make such an 
agreement in order to improve the development of Ukraine. However, on a 
practical level this analysis will show, that the basis for entering into this 
agreement is merely to establish a strong European border control and create a 
European deportation system, which draws on the discourse of security.  
5.4.1 A Discourse Of Cooperation  
In part 1 of the analysis we saw a great amount of articulatory practices by the EU 
concerning different types of cooperative features establishing a common 
construction of a discourse that emphasizes cooperation. It was furthermore 
highly stressed by the EU to cooperate with safe third countries in order to make 
readmission agreements work properly (Brussels 05.10.2005, European 
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Commission 2005). Part 1 showed, that the cooperation between Ukraine and EU 
was highly influenced by cosmopolitan realism (Beck 2006, Beck & Grande 
2007), as they both gained from the agreement, drawing upon the discourse of 
improving Ukraine´s development and the discourse of security. This mutual 
assistance is very common with these sorts of agreements (Baird 2013: see page 
110). However, cosmopolitan realism still implies that both partners comply with 
the overall cosmopolitan values in the cooperation between them. In theory EU 
and Ukraine may be cooperating accordingly to the cosmopolitan ideal, however 
in practice it seems as if they both violate their cooperation promises. In order to 
make Ukraine accept their own citizens and non-citizens, they have been 
promised assistance aid by the EU, which includes action agendas of Ukraine’s 
development, economic support and visa facilitation agreement (European 
Commission 2005: 2, Brussels 15.11.2013), drawing upon the discourse of 
improving Ukraine’s development. EU’s action and developing plan in Ukraine 
highlights that the cooperation between EU and Ukraine must advance the 
approximation of Ukrainian legislation and hence an improvement of the 
Ukrainian policy, economy and society (European Commission 2005: 2). 
However, it does not emphasise the importance of how Ukraine’s treatment of 
immigrants should comply with international laws and obligations or EU’s own 
standards in practice. Before the readmission agreement was enacted the overall 
human rights record were considered poor in Ukraine, with examples of torture 
and ill treatments in detention centres while the law enforcement personnel where 
accused of corruption. The country had no clear asylum policy and a flawed and 
restrictive refugee law24 (HRW 2010a: 1). Amnesty International has argued in 
2010 that people in need of international protection rarely were given asylum in 
Ukraine and faced poor detention conditions. Furthermore, Amnesty questions 
how the EU can legitimise the use of a readmission agreement with Ukraine, 
when the Council of Europe in April 2010 reported that the torture and ill 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
24 In 2009 just three percent of the asylum seekers obtained refugee status, as war was not considered a reason 
for granting refugee status (HRW 2010a: 2). 
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treatments seen against immigrants in Ukraine felt short of European standards 
(Amnesty 2010: 3ff).  
 
The case of Ukraine states that EU should provide financial aid and pay for the 
detention centres in Ukraine, in order for them to be in line with EU standards. 
The operational costs should be paid for by Ukraine, but observers report that, due 
to corruption, the states have neglected its responsibility to maintain the centres 
(JRS 2010: 10). The EU does not monitor the funding, which consequently might 
be one of the core reasons why people are lacking basic necessities such as food, 
water and clothes (Ibid.). Whilst it is Ukraine’s responsibility to ensure that they 
are conforming to EU and international law, the EU does not hold any 
responsibility for the violations of human rights in Ukraine against illegal 
immigrants send from a EU member state (Baird 2013: see page 111). In a 
practical manner Ukraine is therefore violating its promises towards the EU 
regarding the human rights aspect. According to Theodore Baird inefficient, 
corrupt bureaucracies and bureaucracies, which have undergone intense political 
strains, have many structural problems while carrying out readmission agreements 
(Baird 2013: see page 106). Consequently, people are not guaranteed the correct 
procedure when arriving to Ukraine. International human rights laws are broken, 
people are over-detained, people are sent back by force, and/or held in torture 
conditions (Baird 2013: see page 106). As mentioned in our background 
knowledge (page 40), Ukraine has experienced intense internal disorder, because 
it had to recreate its entire physical and social infrastructure after the fall of the 
Soviet Union. It is therefore, a relatively new government that throughout its 
establishment has been accused of corruption and bribery (JRS 2011: 6).  
Ukraine has a responsibility to comply with the international standards of human 
rights, but has a hard time doing so. This leads back to the responsibility of the 
EU, because, according to Baird, the problem is not just the procedural guarantees 
that are not upheld, the problem is the decision making on whether or not a state is 
a safe third country. This decision, Baird argues, is often incomplete or uneven, 
and ultimately comes down to bureaucratic decisions (Baird 2013: see page 107). 
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Ukraine did not comply with the international standards for human rights before 
the readmission agreement was created (HRW 2010a: 1). In this sense it seems 
that on a practical level the EU lacks to comply with basic global responsibility 
towards others, set forward by our cosmopolitan ideal. According to our 
cosmopolitan ideal, due to the risk society we all have a global responsibility, 
because there are no others. The political philosophy of cosmopolitanism, as seen 
in our cosmopolitan ideal (Pogge 1992), is in this sense violated.  
 
The lack of global responsibility is also evident, when questioning the reason why 
the case of Ukraine came into force. Part 1 of our analysis showed that one of the 
main reasons for implementing a readmission agreement with Ukraine was to 
improve Ukraine´s democracy, freedom and rights, and in this sense attempt to 
improve its political policies and society towards European standards. However, 
on a practical level we see some tensions regarding this issue. According to Baird 
the main reason for creating a system of readmission agreements was to create a 
European system of deportation (Baird 2013: see page 105). The main reason 
behind the case of Ukraine is according to HRW to establish a strong EU border 
control in order to oppose irregular migration (HRW 2010c: 2), and to enable 
neighbouring countries to improve their ability to provide international protection, 
thereby reducing the numbers of persons who wish to seek protection in the EU 
(JRS 2010: 2). Drawing on the discourse of security HRW further argues that the 
main reason why the case of Ukraine came into existence was to decrease or stop 
the flows of migrants and asylum seekers from Ukraine into the EU by passing on 
the responsibility of the migration flow to Ukraine as a neighbouring country 
(HRW 2010c: 2). Besides this, many policy makers within the EU have expressed 
that strict control towards immigration flows and “guest workers” is an effective 
way to control immigration within Europe (Doomernik & Jandi 2008: 19). HRW 
further states that the EU, throughout the negotiations with Ukraine, has spent a 
considerable amount of funding on strengthening its external borders leading up 
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to the Ukrainian border25 (HRW 2010c: 27). On a practical level it therefore 
seems, that the main reason behind the case of Ukraine has not only been to 
improve Ukraine’s development, but also to strengthen the EU border control and 
establish an effective deportation system. It therefore seems that the cosmopolitan 
values are not embedded in the practice of the implementation of the readmission 
agreement, as the EU and Ukraine are violating their global responsibility towards 
others and basic human rights, and hence violated their shared cooperation.  
 
From the perspective of our cosmopolitan ideal it could be argued, that the 
initiative to establish a political framework where democracy could be practised 
and sustained is lacking. If the EU were aware of the poor treatments before the 
readmission agreement were enacted, a lack of global responsibility becomes 
evident in this case. The discourse of improving Ukraine´s development draws 
upon the fact that this readmission agreement’s main purpose was to enhance the 
rights of migrants and the overall human rights within Ukraine. However, it seems 
that on a practical level, the EU does not monitor whether the situation has gotten 
better or worse. It could therefore be argued, that the EU have acted with “internal 
interests” while dealing with these illegal immigrants, and not with a focus on a 
global awareness of helping them, which expresses a lack of global responsibility.  
5.4.2 A Discourse Of International Obligations 
This line of thinking leads us to the next discourse on international obligations. If 
the EU and Ukraine does not take global responsibility and not upholds their 
international obligations, they are in this sense not showing global awareness, but 
merely keeping a national perspective (Beck 2006). As seen in part 1 of the 
analysis one of the prevailing discourses was the discourse of international 
obligations, as it was highly articulated by the EU. The human rights aspect was 
in this sense essential in order for these readmission agreements to work (e.g. 
Brussels 05.10.2005: 3, Brussels 08.10.2008: 6, Brussels 17.06.2008, European 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
25 Especially through FRONTEX: European Agency for the Management of Operational Cooperation at the 
External Borders of the Member States of the European Union 	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Union 24.12.2008: 1ff). We therefore see a tension between EU expressing 
international obligations towards the human rights aspect, while neglecting that 
same responsibility in a practical manner. When looking at the distribution of 
responsibility within the case of Ukraine it does not provide a clear set of rules. 
The agreement emphasises that illegal immigrants shall be treated according to 
international laws and agreements. However, we do not se any requirements or 
guidelines on how to make sure this happens in practice within the official 
documents. The responsibility to uphold the international laws on human rights is, 
as mentioned earlier, merely Ukraine’s responsibility (Baird 2013: see page 111). 
The EU and its member states are not providing a burden sharing of the 
responsibility as a part of the managed migration scheme, in order for the 
immigrants to have a legally and fair treatment. Furthermore, Theodore Baird 
argues, that sometimes people will arrive at the EU border and be deported 
without having the right to claim asylum, without being informed of their rights, 
they are not aware of how to claim protection and are immediately deported, even 
sometimes back to conflict zones (Baird 2013: see page 107). This is a direct 
violation of article 33 section 1 in the refugee rights convention from 195126, 
which is signed both by the EU member states and Ukraine (UNHCR 2012). 
Theodore Baird furthermore argues, that many rich western European states will 
outsource the immigration and deportation responsibility to private companies 
such as airlines, security companies, private detention centres and so forth. This 
has led to examples of private actors implementing the deportation, acting as 
immigration officials, and hereby being directly involved with the readmission 
process (Baird 2013: see page 106). We would in this sense argue, that private 
actors tend to focus on profits and income, and may care less about human rights 
and deportation guidelines. This logic furthermore supports the previous 
statements that the EU and its member states in some instances tend to delegate its 
global responsibility towards to other actors.  
 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
26 This article states:  No Contracting State shall expel or return ('refouler’) a refugee in any manner 
whatsoever to the frontiers of territories where his life or freedom would be threatened on account of his race, 
religion, nationality, membership of a particular social group or political opinion (UNHCR 1951) 
	   63	  
Amnesty expresses a concern for the use of chain deportation in Ukraine, where 
immigrants are sent from a EU member state to Ukraine under the false 
assumption, that they will get the necessary protection, but are then returned to 
their country of origin or another country, which the EU does not view as being 
safe (Amnesty 2010: 5f). In this sense the safe third country principle is often 
violated (Baird 2013: see page 107). In Ukraine the procedures regarding the safe 
third country principle is being followed loosely, ultimately people are just 
deported and send back to a country where they may face inhuman and degrading 
treatment. It could in this sense be questioned who makes the decisions on a 
practical level, as the decision making process often takes place by unrestrained 
border control at a very local level in Ukraine and other Eastern European 
countries (Baird 2013: see page 107).  
The Refugee Program Director from HRW, Bill Frelick, has attempted to interfere 
in the critical circumstances seen in Ukraine regarding asylum. In 2012 Frelick 
wrote to the Minister of International Affairs in Ukraine Mr. Zakharchenko, 
concerning 125 Somali nationals detained at Zhuravychi. Some were registered as 
refugees by UNHCR, others as asylum seekers by the Ukrainian authorities. 
Several of the Somali nationals, had been repeatedly arrested and detained over 
the past year or more27 and denied access to Ukraine’s asylum system. Ukraine 
has through years been sending Somali immigrants back to Somalia, even though 
HRW has documented widespread and ongoing human rights abuse and lack of a 
functioning government Somalia. The European Court of Human Rights (ECHR) 
determined in June 2011 that returning the Somalis was a violation of Article 3 of 
the European Convention on Human Rights28 (Frelick 2010: 1ff). The Somali’s 
can however still risk being sent back to Somalia, even though the ECHR finds it 
in violation with EU conventions. The EU is aware of this, but Somalis are one of 
the biggest group of nationals, after CIS country nationals, who were send from a 
EU member state to Ukraine in 2010-2011 (Pozniak 2013: 3). In this sense we 
find it problematic that the EU continues to readmit Somali immigrants, including 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
27 According to the readmission agreement, the maximum for detention is six months  28	  This article states: Prohibition of torture: No one shall be subjected to torture or to inhuman or degrading 
treatment or punishment (…) (ECHR 2010: 7f)	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asylum seekers and refugees, to Ukraine. HRW emphasises that this example is 
not one of a kind; several nationalities are being denied access to Ukraine’s 
asylum procedure. This neglecting of global responsibility towards others is in 
conflict with our cosmopolitan ideal, but also with the articulated discourse to do 
so.  
 
EU is, through its developing plan with Ukraine, trying to have an approach 
towards shared values, joint ownership and differentiation. The EU is giving 
financial support in order for Ukraine to comply with international obligations 
through the enhancement of trade, investment and growth (European Commission 
2005: 2). However, the latest EU-Ukraine Association Agenda has not been 
finally signed. EU are demanding that Ukraine addresses the lack of democracy 
and the rule of law seen in Ukraine, and are requiring that Yulia Tymoshenko29 
will be released. Ukraine has refused to give into these demands and refused to 
sign the association agenda in 2011, 2012 and latest in November 2013 (European 
Commission 2019, BBC News 2013). Furthermore, the Deep and Comprehensive 
Free Trade Agreement (DCFTA) has also been stalled because of EU’s concern 
over the rule of law in Ukraine (European Commission 2008, Web European 
Commission 2013). Freedom House highlights that the Ukrainian President 
Yanukovych has consolidated power at the expense of democratic development 
and sees corruption as an ongoing and huge drain in Ukraine. Freedom House 
downgraded Ukraine’s status from Free to Partly Free in 2010 (Kramer et. al. 
2011: ii). In July 2013 UNHCR stated that Ukraine’s asylum system required 
fundamental improvements, especially concerning the asylum system, refugee 
status, determinations of housing facilities, protection against refoulement and the 
treatment of unaccompanied minors. Furthermore, UNHCR advises other states 
not to return asylum seekers to Ukraine at this point in time (UNHCR 2013). At 
the same time EU does not recognise the democratic developments in Ukraine. 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
29 Yulia Tymoshenko was Prime Minister of Ukraine from January to September 2005 and again from 
December 2017 to March 2010. She is the leader of the largest opposition political party in Ukraine: All-
Ukrainian Union “Fatherland”. In October 2011 the Ukrainian court sentenced her to seven years in prison 
after being found guilty of abuse of power and embezzlement concerning a contact with the Russian gas 
company Gazprom in 2009. 
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The readmission agreement concerning the case of Ukraine is however still being 
used by EU member states. We find this highly problematic now that EU has 
expressed concerns over the current democratic development seen in Ukraine. 
According to our cosmopolitan ideal EU has an international obligation towards 
these immigrants send to Ukraine, but EU is not taken responsibility for the 
handling of immigrants once they enter Ukrainian territory. The EU cannot 
guarantee a fair treatment of the immigrants, without an association agenda. This 
makes it difficult for the EU to ensure a safe handling of illegal immigrants send 
to Ukraine. The articulated cooperation between EU and Ukraine is not embedded 
within our cosmopolitan ideal on a practical level.  
After the readmission agreement was enacted some improvements have been seen 
in Ukraine’s handling of irregular immigrants. At the time of the readmission 
agreement with EU, Ukraine adopted a law “On Refugee and Persons in need of 
Complementary or Temporary Protection” in order to protect people fleeing from 
indiscriminate violence and other human rights abuses (Frelick 2012: 2). 
Nevertheless, there are still examples of mistreatments, abuse and chain 
deportation taking place in Ukraine (HRW 2010c: 2ff). HRW are recommending 
that EU member states suspend the return of third country nationals until Ukraine 
meets international standards with respect for the human rights of returned 
migrants (Ibid.: 13).  
5.4.3 A Discourse Of Transparency 
The previous discussion has so far emphasised corruption, and we therefore, see a 
lack of transparency within the Ukrainian system. Ukraine does not seem to have 
any interests in monitoring how the case of Ukraine works in practice. Ukraine 
has in this sense a national interest in not monitoring these agreements, as it 
would be a problem for the state, if it could be proved that there were occurring 
violations the concerned immigrants human rights (Baird 2013: see page 112). 
Lack of transparency is in this sense consistent within the system on the practical 
level. There are three types of migration detention facilities in Ukraine; 
Temporary Holding Facilities (THFs), Specially Equipped Premises (SPs) and 
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Migrant Accommodation Centres (MACs), such as Zhuravychi detention centre. 
The first two are run by SBG, while the last one is run by the Ministry of Interior 
(Mol) (HRW 2010c: 64). It is very difficult to receive information on the 
conditions and treatments within these facilities (JRS 2011: 3). Immigrants stay 
for up to six months at Zhuravychi Detention Centre, while having their cases 
treated in Ukraine. The centre is characterised by its lack of accessibility, as the 
centre is situated in the middle of a forest, with no direct access to a highway. 
This makes it difficult for lawyers, interpreters and official to get there, and 
difficult for the detained immigrants to receive help (Ibid.: 8). As a consequence 
of the lack of transparency not many organizations, media or officials can reach 
the people within the detention centres and receive their point of view. HRW has 
been one of the view attainable organisations, it has  interviewed detained 
refugees in Ukraine. HRW has been interviewing 161 refugees, migrants and 
asylum seekers detained in Zhuravychi in 2010. Many reported treatments of 
torture and other physical mistreatments while being in the custody of SBGS. The 
worst treatments reported took place at SPs, where the immigrants are held right 
after entering Ukrainian territory; they describe both physical and mental abuse 
(HRW 2010c: 4f). Other examples of abuse were also stated at THFs and MACs. 
Many complained over the quality and quantity of the food30, lack of access to 
lawyers, telephones, Internet and television. HRW therefore stresses that there 
still are serious problems within Ukraine’s detention centres including: 
 
“Ill treatments, lack of access to the asylum procedure for detainees, detention of 
children, co-mingling of men with unrelated women, co-mingling of children with 
adults, corruption, and the arbitrary and disproportionate use of migrant detention 
in general (HRW 2010c: 4f, quote). 
 
Furthermore, corruption seems to be a big problem within the asylum system, 
claimed by HRW, Amnesty and Freedom House (HRW 2010c, Amnesty 2010, 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
30 Spokesmen from Zhuravychi draw attention to the fact, that they can hold up to 150 people, but only have 
funding from the government to feed 40 people, which has resulted in IOM providing supplemental funding 
for food. An episode where guards’ wives brought food and clothing for some of the detained immigrants is 
also mentioned (JRS 2011: 10f). 
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Kramer et. al. 2011). In order to get into the asylum system it seems necessary to 
bribe the person in charge. At the same time unaccompanied children can be 
refused legal representative, which is required for them in order to access the 
asylum procedure. When coming as an asylum seeker to Ukraine, you will be able 
to get information from the Oblast Migration Service, but as claimed by JRS, you 
can only get access to such an office, if you already submitted your application for 
asylum, which has been accepted for a review (JRS 2011: 6). Children have also 
been reporting to HRW that they have been detained in a jail-like facility 
unofficially called a “dormitory” by the border guards (HRW 2010c: 7), which is 
a violation against the UN Convention of the Rights of the Child31, signed by the 
EU member states and Ukraine (UNHCR 1989). The border and detention guards 
and staff have been accused of mistreatments of the immigrants, e.g. shouting, 
pushing and racial epithets. Also, many immigrants, including children, reported 
that border guards threatened to keep them detained for the maximum six month 
unless they paid a bribe (HRW 2010c: 5f).  
 
When immigrants arrive in Ukraine, they are protected under international laws. 
Amnesty International perceived the treatments of immigrants in Ukraine as 
violations against the non-refoulement, and HRW argues that these violations go 
against article 33 of the 1951 refugee convention, article 3 of the United 
Convention against Torture32 and article 3 of the European Convention on Human 
Rights (ECHR) (HRW 2010b: 22f). In this sense we see some tensions between 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
31 This convention states: article 3,2: States Parties undertake to ensure the child such protection and care as 
is necessary for his or her well-being, taking into account the rights and duties of his or her parents, legal 
guardians, or other individuals legally responsible for him or her, and, to this end, shall take all appropriate 
legislative and administrative measures. Article 22,1: States Parties shall take appropriate measures to ensure 
that a child who is seeking refugee status or who is considered a refugee in accordance with applicable 
international or domestic law and procedures shall, whether unaccompanied or accompanied by his or her 
parents or by any other person, receive appropriate protection and humanitarian assistance in the enjoyment 
of applicable rights set forth in the present Convention and in other international human rights or 
humanitarian instruments to which the said States are Parties. Article 37: States Parties shall ensure that: (a) 
No child shall be subjected to torture or other cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment. Neither 
capital punishment nor life imprisonment without possibility of release shall be imposed for offences 
committed by persons below eighteen years of age (…) (UNHCR 1989) 
32 This article states: No State party may expel or extradite a person to a State where there are substantial 
grounds for believing that he would be in danger of being subjected to torture (UNALIL 2008: 3) 
	  68	  
the articulations in part 1 of the analysis and what happens in practice regarding 
the issue of transparency. In part 1 the EU articulated the need for transparency 
within the readmission agreement, where importance was placed on clear, 
transparent and fair rules between the partners (e.g. European Commission 2005, 
European Union 24.12.2008). However, the lack of clear transparent and fair rules 
is evident on a practical level. Furthermore, the importance of transparency is also 
articulated throughout the different conclusions made by the European Union of 
the cooperation, the case of Ukraine, and other safe third countries (Brussels 
10.12.2012, European Commission 2010, Brussels 23.02.2011). However on a 
practical level it has become clear that the asylum system within Ukraine is 
affected by corruption, bribery and the lack of transparency. The EU does not 
seem willing to change this, and as a consequence, it is difficult for NGO´s and 
other organisations to improve the violations on human rights.  
5.4.4 A Discourse Of Security 
The lack of global responsibility seen on a practical level could be vested in the 
overall discourse of security. As seen in part 1, the discourse of security was 
articulated as the territorial protection of all the EU member states (e.g. European 
Union 24.12.2008: 2, Brussels 23.02.2011: 5). The general readmission 
agreements concern third-country nationals who are staying illegally, but who 
cannot be sent back to their country of origin (e.g. European Union 24.12.2008: 
1f). These people are articulated with an overall term of illegal immigrants (there 
is no distinction between legal, illegal, asylum seeker, refugee etc.). Even in the 
materials that constitute the basis for the decision to enter into a readmission 
agreement “illegal” migration is repeatedly used. According to the EU, 
overstaying a visa or entering a territory without documents is “illegal” 
(Cholewinski 2005: 9). However according to Theodore Baird, many immigrants 
find it very difficult to know the correct procedure in order to claim asylum in 
EU. Many of them arrive with incorrect documents, unaware that it is their own 
responsibility (Baird 2013: see page 105). In this sense they become subject to 
these readmission agreements, which consequently means that they get deported 
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(Baird 2013: see page 107).  
Another problem in Ukraine is their dysfunctional asylum system. Between 
August 2009 and August 2010, Ukraine did not have a government body with a 
mandate to recognise or provide protection for refugees (HRW 2010c: 20f). This 
has created serious difficulties while protecting refugees and asylum seekers 
(Amnesty 2010: 6). Due to the dysfunctional asylum system many asylum seekers 
have been left without documents even though they have filed appeals against 
status determination. People risk being categorised as irregular immigrants by the 
police and be harassed or deported without having their asylum claim properly 
assessed (Ibid.). This is one of the main concerns of the case of Ukraine that 
refugees and asylum seekers risk being forcibly returned to countries, where they 
face persecution or serious human rights violations including torture and other ill 
treatments (Amnesty 2010, HRW 2010b).  
Concerning EU’s responsibility for these immigrants and refugees, UNHCR 
highlighted in 2009, that out of the 84,657 refugees worldwide, EU member states 
accepted less than six percent of the total number33. 388 Ukrainians were 
identified as refugees by UNHCR34, whilst EU member states took 67, mostly due 
to Sweden’s willingness to resettle 43 Ukrainian refugees (HRW 2010c: 29). This 
also means that just before the readmission agreement came in force, Ukraine was 
a refugee-producing country. Several organisations argue that Ukraine has 
difficulties in providing financially for its own citizens, to provide for an increase 
in immigrant therefore imposes increasing problems for Ukraine (JRS 2011: 17). 
EU is in this sense readmitting refugees to a refugee-producing country in order 
for Ukraine to handle the protection of both their own readmitted citizens and 
non-citizens. At the same time the EU are making it much more difficult for 
refugees and asylum seekers to enter a EU member state legally in order to seek 
protection (HRW 2010c: 29). 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
33 4,810 persons (HRW 2010c: 29) 
34 Refugees fear persecution on the basis of race, religion, nationality, membership of a particular social 
group or political opinions, or whose lives, security or freedom have been threatened (IOM 2011). A refugee 
can be categorised by the hosting state or by UNHCR through the Refugee Rights Convention from 1951 
(UNHCR 1951). 
	  70	  
By framing these immigrants with the term illegal it can be regarded as denying 
their humanity. It can be easily forgotten that such immigrants are human beings 
who have the right to be recognised everywhere before the law, accordingly with 
international human rights law. Furthermore, they possess fundamental rights 
despite their illegal or irregular status (Cholewinski 2005: 9). The articulation of 
these immigrants as illegal can therefore be seen as violating their human rights, 
as these people are not recognized equally as humans like everyone else. In this 
sense this articulation make a clear division between “us and them”. This is not in 
accordance with our cosmopolitan ideal, in which there are no others. The 
cosmopolitan philosophy or world-view states that human are morally responsible 
for each other while all human are fellow citizens in universal republic (Pogge 
1992: 49). Due to the world risk society, we are all responsible for one another. 
Even though EU’s returns directive says that the EU cannot help all migrants who 
seek a better life outside their countries of origin (European Union 24.12.2008: 3), 
they still have a responsibility, according to our cosmopolitan ideal, to provide 
people with a humane and fair treatment according to the international laws put 
forward.  
 
The distinction between “us and them” becomes even more evident, when the 
migrants cross the border to Ukraine. According to Theodore Baird they are often 
faced with diversity in treatment, due to the distinction between citizen and non-
citizen (Baird 2013: see page 113). The majority of illegal immigrants that 
Ukraine receives are in fact Ukrainian citizens living illegally in EU (Baird 2013: 
see page 113). After The EU enacted the agreement with Ukraine, SBSU 
readmitted 1500 people between 2010 and 2011, where only 13.8 percent (about 
225 people) of them were from developing Asian and African countries (Pozniak 
2013: 2, Baird 2013: see page 113). Baird argues, that it is within the treatment of 
these 225 people that the examples of violation and abuses occur, as focus is put 
on the Ukrainian citizens in terms of reintegrating them into society (Baird 
2013:see page 113f). Ukraine does this by providing reintegration programs for its 
Ukrainian citizens in order to make them an active part of the society (Pozniak 
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2013: 5, Baird 2013: see page 114). For the non-citizens, such as irregular 
migrants, refugees and asylum seekers, no such actions have been taken, no 
integration programs or policies can be seen (JRS 2011: 19). This also goes for 
the healthcare system in Ukraine, which is free for the Ukrainian citizens, but 
refugees and asylum seekers are still expected to pay a bribe to a doctor in order 
get surgery or necessary mental, social and medical support (JRS 2011: 18f). 
Theodore Baird reflects on this: 
 
“225 people is not a lot of people (…) even if some significant percentage of those 
225 people are having their rights violated, it says something. I mean think in 
comparison, the number of people at Guantanamo Bay, if you want to take another 
system of detention or deportation, which is essentially similar. It has parallels in 
terms of exceptional cases, where you can violate the rights of people or treat them 
in a different way then you would within your own system” (Baird 2013: see page 
113f, quote).  
 
When looking at the statements made by immigrants in detention centres in 
Ukraine, many complain about lack of food and connection with the world outside 
the centres through media or telephone (HRW 2010c: 5), which illustrates the 
wide gab between the treatment of citizens and non-citizens. The bribery and 
corruption, seen in the system, contributes to the migrants having to pay for their 
own detention and transportation between facilities (Ibid.: 73), which is a 
violation of the 1951 Refugee Convention (UNHCR 1951) and the European 
Convention on Human rights (ECHR 2010). Amnesty highlights a concern for 
these serious human rights violations occurring in Ukraine against immigrants 
(Amnesty 2010). 
 
The difference in treatment between citizens and non-citizens, and the articulation 
of illegal immigrants is not build upon a consideration to natural difference, 
mutual recognition throughout culture, nation, race and gender, and in this sense 
not a respect for all human kinds (Pichler 2009). It seems that the cosmopolitan 
ideal is far from embedded in this practical level. The EU and Ukraine make a 
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clear division between “us and them”, and in this regard provides a different 
treatment accordingly. This is not in accordance with our cosmopolitan ideal, and 
it could be argued that it lacks the perspective of universalism, and instead places 
importance on national pluralism. Throughout the five years leading up to the 
activation of the readmission agreement, the EU has invested millions of Euros in 
Ukraine, in order to build up the capacity to handle the irregular arrivals of 
immigrants (HRW 2010c: 27). An even bigger amount has been used on re-
enforcing Ukrainian border controls and boosting its capacity to apprehend, detain 
and deport irregular migrants. Only a relatively small amount compared to the 
other investments went to an enhancement of the protection of asylum seekers and 
other vulnerable groups (Ibid.). It seems on a practical level, that the investments 
by the EU have been focused on the protection of borders, not on the protection of 
the immigrants involved. It has further been examined that fewer people choose to 
travel through Ukraine in order to get to EU territory since 2008 and there has 
been a significant reduction in the number of illegal migrants observed coming 
from CIS countries (Mazurenko 2013: 5). The immigrants are therefore choosing 
other destinations or other transit routes towards the EU. EU’s border protection 
in this sense seems to have improved, but at the expense of the concern for the 
immigrants.  
5.4.5 A Discourse Of Improving Ukraine’s Development 
When looking at analysis part 1, we found the dominating reason behind the 
making of the readmission agreement to be an attempt by the EU to improve 
Ukraine’s development. Ukraine receives funding from the EU in order to help 
them develop their internal democracy, freedom, and civil rights. In part 1 of our 
analysis the discourse of security was not a prevailing discourse, as the discourse 
of cooperation and the discourse of international obligations did receive much 
more attention in regard to the articulatory practice. It therefore, seems that on a 
practical level the EU is making it much more difficult for immigrants to seek 
asylum and protection in the EU and its member states. The focus seen within the 
practice has not been on Ukraine’s development, but on improvement of border 
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control and a transfer of the responsibility and treatment of the concerned 
immigrant to Ukraine. In this sense it could be argued, that on a practical level the 
discourse of security is the prevailing discourse of the five presented discourses as 
seen in part 1 of the analysis. We would argue, that the issue regarding security, 
and the well being for the citizens within the EU received much more attention, 
when the case of Ukraine was carried out in practice. We therefore see a tension 
between the articulated importance on cooperation and obligations in part 1, while 
in practice the importance of security seems to prevail. It could therefore be 
argued, that the risk society has not brought people closer together while fighting 
against global risk. We merely see that these illegal immigrants are perceived as 
risks, and have therefore brought the EU and Ukraine closer together in the fight 
against this risk, while not recognising the human aspect of these people. 
According to our cosmopolitan ideal, these immigrants should not be perceived as 
the risk. Instead we should live in a cosmopolitan community, recognizing each 
other as human beings, and together fighting both the intentional and non-
intentional risks (Beck 2009). EU has contributed to an improvement of the 
facilities seen in Ukraine, in order for Ukraine to have the capacity to handle the 
increase of immigrants readmitted from a EU member state. However, the 
handling of the immigrants within these facilities has not been addressed and only 
small improvements within the asylum system and treatments in the detention 
facilities can be seen. Ill-treatments and violations of international laws are 
continuously seen within Ukraine’s treatment of immigrants on a practical level.  
5.5 Sub conclusion 
This section will outline the main conclusions within part 2 of our analysis. In the 
discourse of cooperation we have argued  (on the practical level) that the EU and 
Ukraine are violating their part of the agreement. Ukraine violates the agreement 
by not respecting human rights, international law and international obligations. 
The EU violates the agreement by transferring their global responsibility for the 
immigrants to Ukraine. When the readmission agreement was enacted, there were 
reports of human rights violations in Ukraine.  When agreeing upon the 
readmission agreement, Ukraine gained economic support and visa facilities in 
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order to improve its policy, economy and overall development (European 
Commission 2005: 2, Brussels 15.11.2013). However, we have argued, that the 
EU does not monitor the funding, in this sense; the EU does not monitor the well 
being of the immigrants. Theodore Baird highlights that there is a problem about 
the decision-making on whether or not a state is a safe third country (Baird 2013: 
see page 107).  According to the discourse of international obligations seen in the 
analysis part 1, the EU are not complying with its global responsibility, as put 
forward in the cosmopolitan ideal, when Ukraine neglects international standards 
for human right against the immigrants readmitted from EU territory. In the 
articulatory practice in part 1, we saw that the main reason for agreeing upon this 
agreement was to improve the development in Ukraine. 
 
Concerning the discourse of transparency, we have, throughout this analysis part 
2 argued that there is a lack of transparency within the Ukrainian asylum system. 
The Ukrainian government has an interest in not monitoring, how the readmission 
agreement is working in practice, because the violations of international 
obligations and laws would be a problem for the state (Baird 2013: see page 112). 
We argue, that there is a lack of access to the detention centres and border 
facilities, which consequently means that the detained migrants lack access to the 
media and officials, which is highly important (HRW 2010c: 4f). Especially when 
NGO’s has argued that torture, ill treatment, corruption and bribery are taking 
place within the Ukrainian detention centres (HRW 2010a: 1ff). We have argued, 
that EU has a responsibility towards the immigrants, who are being readmitted to 
Ukraine. Despite of this fact, EU does hold any responsibility. Instead all of the 
responsibility lies within Ukraine, who is held accountable for compliance to 
international obligations and laws (Baird 2013: see page 111). Within the official 
document EU expressed concerns for international obligations towards the human 
rights aspects, while neglecting that same responsibility on a practical manner. 
 
In this sense, this analysis has shown that the basis for entering into the 
readmission agreement in the case of Ukraine changed on a practical level. In the 
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articulatory practice it was emphasised to make such an agreement in order to 
improve the development of Ukraine. However, on a practical level this analysis 
has shown, that the basis for entering into this agreement is merely to establish a 
strong European border control and create a European deportation system, which 
draws on the discourse of security. During the five years leading up to the 
readmission agreement, EU focused on building border control in able to enhance 
the protection of asylum seekers and other vulnerable groups (HRW 2010c: 27). 
A lot of money has been provided in able to improve the Ukrainian border 
control. Securing safety for the migrants has been given a lower priority, which 
highly conflicts with our cosmopolitan ideal. The prevailing security discourse 
has resulted in fewer people choosing to travel through Ukraine since 2008 
(Mazurenko 2013: 5). The border protection has been improved, and the 
discourses of cooperation and international obligation have had a decreasing 
relevance.  
 
Concerning the discourse of security immigrants were, in part 1 of our analysis, 
highly articulated as illegal, and hence seen upon as a risk. However, immigrant 
should not be perceived as a risk, according to our cosmopolitan ideal. EU and 
Ukraine are in this sense dealing with immigrants from internal interests not 
global awareness. Immigrants traveling to a EU member state find it difficult to 
know the correct procedure in order to claim asylum in Ukraine (Baird 2013: see 
page 105). This does not portray a respect towards human rights and mutual 
recognition. EU and Ukraine forget that these immigrants are human beings, who 
have the right to recognition everywhere and who possess fundamental rights 
despite illegal or irregular status (Cholewinski 2005: 9). Throughout this analysis 
part 2, we have argued, that international laws and obligations are being violated. 
This is making a division between “us” and “them” and herby conflicting the 
cosmopolitan ideal concerning the fact that human beings are morally responsible 
towards one another (Pogge 1992: 49). At the same time, the dysfunctions seen in 
Ukraine’s asylum system create a huge gap in the protection for asylum seekers, 
refugees and other vulnerable immigrants (Amnesty 2010: 6). Especially the 
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bribery and corruption seen in the asylum system enhance the diversity in the 
treatment of citizens and non-citizens readmitted to Ukraine (Baird 2013: see page 
113). Immigrants readmitted from the EU can even be exposed to chain 
deportation (Frelick 2010: 1ff). The practical level seems to depict that the main 
reason for entering into this agreement was to establish a strong border control 
(HRW 2010c: 2) and create a European system of deportation (Baird 2013: see 
page 105). In this sense it seems, that our cosmopolitan ideal is not embedded 
within the basis for entering into this agreement, as the EU and Ukraine are 
violating their global responsibility towards others and basic human rights. 
UNHCR (2013) and HRW (2010c) highly discourage the EU member states to 
readmit third country nationals to Ukraine, as long as international laws are being 
violated.  As an extension to this, the EU-Ukrainian association Agenda has not 
yet been signed. We have therefore argued that the EU cannot make sure that 
readmitted third country nationals are given the international protection needed, 
whilst being in Ukraine.  
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6. Discussion 
In this section we would like to present some reflections upon our analytical 
conclusions. While writing this paper we have reflected upon our final 
conclusions and how to critically assess the theoretical framework. We would 
therefore like to present a discussion on these reflections in avoidance of 
portraying a monochrome world-view. Our analytical conclusions have shown 
different tensions between “what is being said” and “what is being done” on a 
practical level concerning the case of Ukraine. In part 1 of our analysis we saw 
our cosmopolitan ideal as highly embedded within the articulations of the EU, as 
the discourse of cooperation and the discourse of international obligations were 
prevailing. However, when carried out in practice, the analysis depicted a lack of 
our cosmopolitan ideal, as the discourse of security prevailed on a practical level. 
In this sense we would like to discuss what these tensions reveal about the EU as 
an actor, and its European citizens, in a globalising world. This discussion 
includes a critical assessment of our cosmopolitanism ideal. We have argued in 
our methodology-section that it is not possible for us to generalise from one 
specific case, this reflection will proceed in this section.  
6.1 What does these tensions portray?   
The tensions between what the EU articulates and what happens in practice 
concerning the case of Ukraine has been very evident in our analytical 
conclusions. The tensions portrayed throughout our paper illustrate an overall lack 
of cosmopolitanism concerning the case of Ukraine. Security and the well being 
of the European citizens seems to be of higher importance, and the moral 
responsibility to all human kind seems to be limited to Europeans. How come do 
we see a gap between words and deeds concerning the case of Ukraine? 
According to our cosmopolitan ideal the effects of globalisation should make the 
citizens of the world much closer, and not drive them more apart. This discussion 
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is often set forth by the globalists and sceptics35. The sceptics stresses that despite 
the vast flow of information, imagery and people around the world, there are few 
signs of a universal or global culture in the making, and few signs of a decline in 
nationalism (Held & McGrew 2007: 32f). Our analysis seems to support the 
hypothesis set forth by the sceptics. Beck claims, that Europe is threatened by its 
worst enemy, nationalism, and many governments seem to believe, that Europe 
should merely be market based, and should not constitute a political project (Beck 
2004: 20f). Around Europe we do see a postmodern romance approaching in the 
treatment of nationalist and ethnic ideologies. This, Beck argues, is the ethnic 
globalisation paradox (Beck 2002: 38), or as Held & McGrew argues, the 
globalization controversy (Held & McGrew 2007, part 1). Nation-states and 
ethnic groups are becoming stronger, while the world is becoming closer through 
globalization. This paradox has questioned the very essence of the cosmopolitan 
idea, are we really becoming closer? Or are we, because of globalisation, looking 
towards our nations for solutions? It could be argued, that the risk society has had 
the opposite effect on the European people and the European Union. Due to the 
increase in both intentional and non-intentional risk, the Europeans seem to be 
looking towards their nation states, as opposed to their cosmopolitan community. 
In this sense the risk society does not bring us closer together, but simply drives 
us apart. It closes discussions based on “You and I”, due to fear, and broadens 
discussions based on insiders and outsiders.  
 
The current situation across Europe demonstrates a nationalistic up-rise36 (Held & 
McGrew 2007: 32). At the same time however, globalisation37 has been the 
source of many worries across Europe, even before the financial crisis in 2008. In 
many European countries globalisation is perceived as a threat more than as an 
actual opportunity, as Europeans are worrying about their jobs, social welfare and 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
35 Globalization is constructed very differently, and globalists and sceptics are just among them. 
Contemporary discourses of globalization commonly interpret it as a titanic struggle between its advocates 
and its opponents, between the forces of globalization and those of anti-globalization, between globalists and 
sceptics, between the globals and the particular (Held & McGrew 2007: 161).  
36 Examples: The freedom party in Holland led by Geert Wilders, The national Front in France led by Marine 
Le Pen (Web The independent 2013). 
37 Globalization defined as: the flow of goods, services, capital, people and information across borders 
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culture (Jacoby & Meunier 2010: 299). This mixture of threats and opportunities 
has led European policymakers to talk about globalisation with adjectives or 
simply, managing globalization (ibid.). Jacoby and Meunier argue, that the EU 
has attempted to implement policies designed to manage globalization by using 
five mechanisms38. These mechanisms has been used in order to ensure that 
globalisations merely happens on European terms, while making sure that it will 
have the least effect on European citizens as possible. Globalization has 
furthermore caused the social construction of migrations as endangering the 
security of a state (Munck 2008: 1231). The flow of migrants across geographic, 
political and cultural space can be seen as a consequence of globalisation, and as a 
perceived threat to order, security, and identity (Ibid.: 1233).  
It can therefore be argued, that the tension between the articulatory practice and 
the practical level concerning the case of Ukraine could be vested in a fear of 
globalization. Globalisation has furthermore, caused the construction of migrants 
endangering the security of the European Union leading the EU to manage 
globalization on European terms. There is no doubt, according to Jacoby & 
Meunier, that the Europeans expect the EU to do something about globalization. 
According to a 2007 Financial times/Harris poll the majority of Europeans 
surveyed believed, that globalization was a direct threat to them (Jacoby & 
Meunier 2010: 302). These tensions reveal that the citizens of EU find the 
security of great importance, at the expense of cosmopolitan values. In this sense 
Thomas Risse (2012) argues, that a mismatch between EUs self-description as a 
force of good and it deeds are often inconsistent with its values of promoting 
human rights, democracy and the rule of law. Risse argues, in connection to the 
EUs self-proclaimed foreign policy goals, that they are merely a tool to create an 
identity and not a picture of the exact foreign- and security policy (Risse 2012: 
90). However the result of these tensions could, according to Risse, be expected, 
as a foreign policy identity prioritising liberal and cosmopolitan values, over 
everything else, is likely to fail in the real world. The EU needs to balance its 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
38 These five mechanisms are: exercising regulatory influence, expanding policy scope, empowering 
international institutions, enlarging the territorial sphere of EU influence, and redistributing the costs of 
globalization.	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security, economic and other materials needs with the promotion of these core 
values. A foreign and security policy identity, which does not take potential 
security threats into account in a globalized world, is likely to fail (Risse 2012: 
90f).  
6.2 Lack of cosmopolitan character within Europe? 
We have just argued, that the Europeans may feel threatened by globalisation, and 
in this sense not very cosmopolitan. If the European citizens do not feel internally 
as cosmopolitan world citizens, the EU might have a hard time expressing these 
values externally. According to Beck, the return of the nation state is just an 
illusion, or a zombie category39, as all states are dependent on each other40 (Beck 
2004: 21). Beck finds the cosmopolitan way of life inevitable, as he holds that the 
cosmopolitan reasoning will prevail in time driving the self-interests of the 
European nation states to a point of no relevance (Sørensen & Christiansen 2006: 
169). Beck’s optimistic cosmopolitan project has led to criticism by, among 
others, Zygmunt Bauman (1998). Bauman argues that for some globalisation is 
inevitable, however, for others it is the core reason why misery exists (Jacobsen 
2011: 451). In this sense, Bauman is highly pessimistic as he claims that 
globalisation causes a polarisation between the locals and globals, between the 
well educated and the low skilled citizens (Sørensen & Christiansen 2006: 170). 
Cosmopolitanism could in this sense become an elitist project for those who have 
the resources to travel, learn different languages and absorb other cultures 
(Vertovec & Cohen 2002: 5).  
 
These pessimistic statements seem to be supported by British sociologist Florian 
Pichler and his empirical research on cosmopolitanism (2009). Pichler has made 
an attempt at providing a more objective approach towards cosmopolitanism 
grounded in relevant attitudes, compared to the subjective approaches based on 
affiliations often seen in the theories on cosmopolitanism (Pichler 2009: 705). 
Pichler finds an overall doubt in the cosmopolitan character of Europe and 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
39 With zombie categories Beck refers to living dead categories, which blind the social sciences to the rapidly 
changing realities inside the nation-state containers, and outside as well (Beck 2002: 24) 
40 Both Beck (2006) and Beck & Grande (2007) refers to this as cosmopolitan realism	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Europeans. The research show that only 25 percent of the respondents report to be 
at least much concerned about humankinds, whereas more than one third are not 
so much concerned. Four out of 10 respondents favour strict immigration policies 
and nine percent even mention that immigration should be prohibited (Ibid.: 727). 
The study furthermore, shows that younger people, urban populations, the better 
educated and, most generally, higher classes are believed to be more open-minded 
and thus cosmopolitan compared to people in rural areas, having not travelled as 
much (Pichler 2009: 722). Even though Pichler makes use of older data from 
1999/2000 (Ibid.: 713), this study seems to support the hypothesis set forth by 
Bauman, that cosmopolitanism causes a polarization between the well-educated 
cosmopolitans and low skilled nationalists. Pichler does admit, that his 
operationalizations do not capture all the different meanings within 
cosmopolitanism (Pichler 2009: 726f), in particular it could be argued that this 
applies to Becks notion of banal cosmopolitanism41. However, the overall study 
does suggest, an immense lack of cosmopolitan values within the European 
Union. It could in this sense be argued, that it is difficult for the European Union 
to comply with the cosmopolitan ideal on a practical level, when its own citizens 
may not believe in the project. The study clearly portrays an attachment to the 
national identity and a sense of belonging to the familiar and accustomed. At a 
time where the world risk society should unite the European public, people are 
turning towards the nation-state for comfort and solutions. 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
41 With banal cosmopolitanism, what appears to be national is in fact, increasingly transnational or 
cosmopolitan (Beck 2002: 28f). 
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7. Conclusion 
In this section we would like to outline our final conclusions and findings in this 
paper. While doing so, we have sought to answer our research question:  
 
With a point of origin in Becks cosmopolitan ideal, how and to 
what extent is it possible to outline different tensions between the 
articulations and the practices of the EU concerning the 
readmission agreement with Ukraine? 
 
This paper has outlined five different discourses based on the articulatory practice 
by the EU concerning the case of Ukraine. These are: A discourse of cooperation, 
a discourse of transparency, a discourse of international obligations, a discourse 
of security and a discourse of improving Ukraine’s development. Based on these 
discourses we will now present how and to what extent we see different tensions 
between the articulatory practice and the practical level. 
In the discourse of cooperation we have outlined tensions between the 
cooperative features between EU and Ukraine. Part 1 of our analysis showed the 
importance of cooperation in order for the case of Ukraine to work properly. The 
EU seeks to improve Ukraine’s development by cooperating with Ukraine and the 
EU member states, in the making of common standards. The articulatory practice 
highlights that the common standards for returning third country nationals are 
essential for the European Union in order to improve the strong network seen 
between the partners. This cooperation was highly embedded within our 
cosmopolitan ideal, as a respect for human rights were greatly emphasised. 
However, on a practical level we argued that both partners were violating the 
agreement. Ukraine violates the agreement by not respecting human rights, 
international law and international obligations towards immigrants. Several 
NGO’s have illustrated examples in Ukraine of torturing, ill treatment, bribery 
and lack of transparency within the asylum system. Our cosmopolitan ideal 
argues, that the EU has a responsibility towards all human kind, and in this case 
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the irregular immigrants sent from a EU member-state to Ukraine. The EU 
violates their part of the agreement by transferring their global responsibility to 
Ukraine. The EU does not, in this sense, monitor the funding provided for the 
immigrants, even though it was evident, that before the case of Ukraine was 
enacted, there were reports of human rights violations in Ukraine. We therefore, 
see a tension between part 1 and part 2 concerning the reason for entering this 
agreement. In part 1 we concluded, that one of the main reasons was to improve 
the development of Ukraine. However, in part 2 we concluded that the main 
reason was to deal with the threat of illegal immigrants by establishing a strong 
EU border control and deportation system. We therefore, see a lack of our 
cosmopolitan ideal on a practical level concerning the discourse of cooperation.  
 
These tensions between part 1 and part 2 of our analysis are further illustrated in 
the discourse of international obligations. In part 1 we argued that the discourse 
of cooperation and the discourse of international obligations was the prevailing 
discourses within the articulatory practice. However, on a practical level we saw 
the EU neglecting those same obligations and global responsibility towards 
others, while neglecting the cooperative features. Within the articulatory practice, 
we have concluded that EU argues towards a discourse of international 
obligations as it highlights a respect for human rights, international asylum laws 
and the non-refoulement agreement, while depicting a sense of global awareness 
and recognising a global responsibility towards all human kind. However, on a 
practical level, the guidelines and regulations on how to ensure that these migrants 
receive a fair treatment with respect to human rights are lacking. This discourse of 
international obligations therefore illustrates the lack of a burden-sharing 
responsibility. In this sense we see tension between the EU articulating a wish to 
respect human rights when deporting these immigrants, but when carried out in 
practice they do not monitor the immigrants, and their conditions, after they leave 
the EU borders. We have, in this sense, concluded that the EU cannot guarantee 
the well-being of irregular immigrants, who are being readmitted to Ukraine. This 
can consequently mean that these immigrants can be subjected to torture, ill 
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treatment and violations. This does not comply with international law, which 
creates a clear tension between what is articulated and what is seen in practice.  
These tensions are vested in the lack of transparency, which is illustrated in the 
discourse of transparency. The transparency seen within EU’s articulation of the 
case of Ukraine in part 1, and the emphasis of the discourses of international 
obligations and cooperation, are all values in accordance with our cosmopolitan 
ideal. However, on a practical level, neither the EU nor the Ukrainian government 
monitor how good or bad the readmission agreement are working in practice, 
which we have concluded highly implies a lack of transparency. In part 1 the 
articulations concerning a mutual recognition between EU and Ukraine is highly 
emphasised, in accordance with our cosmopolitan ideal. But when carried out on a 
practical level, it becomes evident that corruption, bribery and lack of monitoring 
is permeated within the case of Ukraine. As emphasised in the discourse of 
international obligations, the EU does not seem willing to take on global 
responsibility towards this issue after the migrants have left EU territory.  
 
This leads to the conclusion of the discourse of security. In the articulatory 
practice concerning the case of Ukraine in part 1 we saw this discourse as being 
articulated as the territorial protection of all EU member states. The articulatory 
practice furthermore emphasised an articulation of illegal immigrants, which on a 
practical level led to illegal immigrants being regarded as a security threat. We 
therefore, do not see a tension regarding this issue between the articulatory 
practice and the practical level. But we do however; see a greater influence of the 
discourse of security on the practical level, than it seems to be articulated as in 
part 1. We have from this concluded that the discourse of security is the prevailing 
discourse in part 2, the practical level, as it is evident in all the above discourses. 
Due to an emphasis of a discourse of security, the EU does not fulfil its 
international obligations and cooperative features, even though it is articulated. 
We therefore see great tensions between what is being said, and what is being 
done regarding this matter. The illegal immigrants are perceived of a security 
threat. However, by framing these immigrants with this term, it can be regarded as 
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denying their humanity. This is in conflict with our cosmopolitan ideal, where all 
human beings are portrayed as equal. Furthermore, on a practical level it has 
become evident that due to a dysfunctional asylum system, many asylum seekers 
risk being categorised as irregular immigrants and herby deported without having 
their asylum claim properly assessed. This is not only in conflict with out 
cosmopolitan ideal, but it is also in conflict with 1951 refugee convention, the 
United Convention Against Torture and judgments made by the European Court 
of Human Rights. The EU does not monitor, whether their rights are upheld. 
Furthermore many migrants are faced with diversity in treatment between the 
citizens of Ukraine and non-citizens. This distinction between insiders and 
outsiders, citizens and non-citizens, are in direct conflict with our cosmopolitan 
ideal, which emphasises a cosmopolitan world, in which there are no others.  
 
We have concluded that the discourse on international obligations and the 
discourse of cooperation are the prevailing discourses articulated by the EU 
within the official documents, which unite all the discourses. We have concluded 
that these different tensions between the articulatory practice and the practical 
level concerning the case of Ukraine are vested in the influence of the discourse of 
security. In this sense we see a tension between the reason for entering into this 
agreement. In part 1, it was articulated, that the main reason for entering this 
agreement, was to improve the development in Ukraine. However, on a practical 
level we argued that main reason was to deal with the security threat of illegal 
immigrants by establishing a strong EU border control (HRW 2010: 2) and 
deportation system (Baird 2013: see page 105). We therefore, see a lack of our 
cosmopolitan ideal on a practical level concerning the discourse of cooperation. 
We have concluded that there exists a clear division between ‘what is being said’ 
and ‘what is being done’. The articulations seen within the official documents 
reflected our cosmopolitan ideal. However, while viewing the practical level, this 
was not the case. ‘What is being said’ does, in this sense, not comply with ‘what 
is being done’. With a point of origin in our cosmopolitan ideal, set forth by Beck, 
we can conclude that it is highly embedded within the articulatory practice 
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concerning the case of Ukraine. However, on a practical level the different 
tensions outlined in the conclusion seems to suggest, that our cosmopolitan ideal 
fails in practice concerning the case of Ukraine. What is being said therefore 
complies with the ideal, but fails on a practical level.  
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8. Project reflections 
As a final section within this report we would like to present some overall project 
reflections on how this paper could have been developed, if we had continued 
writing. With a point of origin in our discussion (section 6, page 77) it could have 
been profitable for this paper to further the discussion of the effects of 
globalisation on EU as an actor in a globalising world. It would have been 
interesting to include perspectives on EU as a global actor, what type of identity 
the EU is trying to create, and how this works in practice. One could ask: ”what is 
the international identity of the European Union?” as Richard Whitman did in the 
spring of 1994 (Manners 2011: 226). Francisco Javier Solana de Madariaga, 
former high representative of the common foreign and security policy in the EU, 
stated the following:   
 
“The EU has a responsibility to work for the ‘global common good’. That is a fitting 
way of describing the EU’s global role and ambition” (Aggestam 2008: 6).  
 
Solana de Madariaga argues in this quote, that the EU is more than merely a 
political institution; it is a normative power, which changes the norms and 
standards of world politics (Hardwick 2011). This is line with Ian Manners who 
argues,  
“The EU should be studied according to “what it is” rather than for “what it does 
say” (Manners 2002: 252, quote).  
The perspective on Normative Power Europe42 could have been interesting to 
discuss in connection with the role of the EU as an international actor. It could 
furthermore have been interesting for this paper to further the discussion on 
insiders versus outsiders. Theodore Baird, our interviewee, highlights the 
discussion of citizens versus non-citizens (Baird 2013: see page 114). This intense 
dualism between cosmopolitan ideals of citizenships, not only between the 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
42 Manners 2004, Manners 2006 among others.  
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individual and the state, but also between the citizen and non-citizen, could have 
been interesting to include. It could in this sense be interesting to see how 
citizenship is constructed, but also to explore the issue of stateless people, who are 
deprived their nationality after entering the EU. This perspective could have been 
productive in furthering the development of this paper.  
It could furthermore, have been interesting to include several bilateral agreements, 
which could have depicted our-problem area to a larger extent. Since the 
establishment of the Treaty of Lisabon, the European Parliament has had the 
power to apply readmission agreements. We have, throughout our paper, argued 
that the readmission agreement was established in able to prevent illegal 
immigrants entering EU territory. This can be seen at bilateral, intergovernmental 
and EU level (Cassarino 2010: 8). The case of Ukraine is subsequently 
implemented at a bilateral level between each EU member state and Ukraine. It 
could in this sense, have complimented the project if we had included several 
bilateral agreements. It is important to include the predominantly bilateral system 
of cooperation on readmission, in which many EU member states are currently 
involved (Ibid.). Each EU member state has different reception conditions across 
Europe and legislate its own or the EU’s readmission agreements differently. 
There is herby seen variability in which countries that will provide asylum or take 
use of the readmission agreement. When looking at bilateral agreements on the 
return and transfer of people, Ukraine has signed specific readmission agreements 
with the EU member states; Hungary, Poland, Slovakia, Moldova, Lithuania, 
Latvia, Bulgaria, Switzerland and Denmark (Pozniak 2013: 2). EU member states 
continue to retain their rights to conclude bilateral agreements with Ukraine; even 
through the patterns of bilateral cooperation has changes dramatically since the 
entry of the Treaty of Lisbon (Cassarino 2010: 9). When looking at the case of 
Ukraine, a thorough depiction of all the bilateral agreement linked to the EU 
readmission agreement with Ukraine could have been included within this paper.  
These reflections on bilateral agreements are also seen within the EU’s asylum 
and migration polities. The Stockholm programme foresees that: 
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“the objectives of the Union’s (EU) efforts on readmission should add value and 
increase the efficiency of return policies, including existing bilateral agreements and 
practices” (European Union 2010: 31, quote) 
 
If we had further developed this paper, this dominant bilateral system could have 
been the key to understanding large challenges facing the development of a 
common EU readmission policy based on the fundamental rights principles. It 
would herby had been necessary to include the readmission agreement between 
the EU and Ukraine into a broader framework of interaction and power relations 
that shape the intensity of the “quid pro quo” (Cassarino 2010: 12ff, Baird 2013: 
see page 109).  
 
This section has briefly outlined the main reflections, which we have discussed 
after finalising the project. We have reflected upon what the tensions outlined in 
our final analysis reveals about the EU as a global actor and what it reveals about 
the European citizens. We have furthermore, discussed what would have been 
important to include, if we had continued writing this paper.  
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10. Appendix 
10.1 Steiner Kvales seven stages  
In able to portray why and how we have chosen to conduct an interview, Kvales 
seven interview stages has been included. This will enable us to show all stages of 
the interview and in this sense argue complete transparency. The seven stages are: 
themazing, designing, interviewing, transcribing, analysing, verifying and 
reporting (Kvale & Brinkmann 2009:122).  
1. Themazing: In this section, we will argue what the main purpose with 
the interview is. Furthermore, we will argue why this interview has been 
conducted (Kvale & Brinkmann 2009:125). Baird has been interviewed 
in able to have a more impartial perspective towards the readmission 
agreement with Ukraine. We recognise that Amnesty International and 
HRW are highly critical towards the readmission agreements, and 
through Baird we sought to question whether these perspectives were 
true. This interview was therefore conducted in able to gain a more 
immense knowledge and to understand the situation from an expert’s 
perspective.  
2. Designing: In this section we will portray how we have planned our 
interview, and how we will achieve our goal with the interview. Our 
supervisor, Sanne Brasch Kristensen, presented our interviewee; Baird, 
to us. We send an email to Baird with a short description of our project. 
We agreed on a 30-minute interview, which would enable us to ask our 
questions and allow Baird to speak freely.  
3. Interviewing: This stage is the interview. This interview was conducted 
through Skype, because Baird lives in Holland. Throughout our 
interview we used a thoroughly discussed interview guide, which 
enabled us to stay on track. One person conducted the interview, 
because this was seen as the most practical. However, if anybody else 
had a question, we agreed that it would be okay to write a note and slip 
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it to the interviewer.  
4. Transcribing: This stage includes the processing of our material. One 
person has transcribed the interview, however; the entire group has 
thoroughly read it through before using it in the analysis. In this sense, 
we have all agreed and approved the transcription before using it in the 
paper. We have transcribed the interview word for word, in able to give 
the best possible image of the interview.  
5. Analysing: Throughout this stage we will argue, how we have used the 
interview in our analysis. We believe that this interview has enabled us 
to make a much more comprehensive analysis, because we will be able 
to depict the voice of an expert. Baird has, in the analysis, been used as 
an expert primary source, which has been an empirical compliment to 
our analysis.  
6. Verification: In this section we will asset the validity of the interview. 
We recognise the fact that it is possible that there might have been 
misunderstandings or/and misinterpretations throughout the interview. 
This is a possibility that lies when conducting an interview, however, we 
have sought to undermine this by asking precise questions and 
transcribing the interview word for word. Furthermore, we acknowledge 
that Baird is merely one person and if we had engaged more experts in 
the project, we would have gained a more comprehensive and perhaps 
different knowledge.  
7. Reporting: While reporting we have made sure that the interview is 
understandable and that the interview represents Baird’s assessment. We 
have involved Baird in our process, and has received his approval on all 
direct quotes, and offered him to read through the paper.  
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10.2 Interview guide   
Briefing:  
• The overall reason for this 
interview 
• Any questions before we start? 
Starting questions 
1. What is your name and 
profession?  
 
  
Research question:  
• What do you know about 
readmission agreements?  
 
 
Interview questions:  
1. What is the basic idea behind 
readmission agreements?  
2. Do they work accordingly with 
its purpose?  
3. How do they work in practice? 
4. Why do you believe the EU 
made such an agreement with 
Ukraine? 
Research question:  
• Are readmission agreements 
fair?  
 
 
Interview questions:  
1. What is your opinion on the EU 
having a readmission agreement 
with Ukraine?  
2. Can the EU ensure, that 
individuals are treated fairly 
when they are denied asylum in 
Ukraine? 
3. Who´s responsibility is it, when 
the EU establishes a readmission 
agreement with Ukraine not 
respecting the human rights for 
instance?  
4. Who´s responsibility is it, when 
the EU establishes a readmission 
agreement with Ukraine and not 
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respecting the human rights for 
instance?  
5. What is the situation like in 
Ukraine?  
6. Is Ukraine a ‘safe’ country?  
7. Is Ukraine a big transit point? 
Follow up questions:  
• Is there anything we have not 
asked you yet?   
Interview questions:  
1. Is there anything you would like 
to elaborate on or ask us?  	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10.3 Transcription  
 
Interviewer: Good morning, thank you so much for talking to us – that’s really 
kind of you.  
 
Interviewee: Good morning. Oh yea, it is no problem. I’m happy to.  
 
Interviewer: We were just wondering Ted, is it okay if we record you?  
 
Interviewee: Yea, it’s no problem. That’s fine.  
 
Interviewer: Do you have any questions for us before we start?  
 
Interviewee: No, not just now.   
 
Interviewer: Okay, just to start of with, what is your name and profession?  
 
Interviewee: Oh well, my name is Ted Baird and I’m a postdoc. researcher at the 
Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam, which is the free university of Amsterdam. My 
main research-area is border security and human smuggling and trafficking. I’ve 
been involved with migration studies since I volunteered as a legal aid in Istanbul, 
when was that, in 2008 I think. I have carried out extensive fieldwork in the 
Middle East and in Europe. In my master I wrote a paper about the readmission 
agreement with Serbia and I continue to follow the updates with European 
migration law closely, it is a major focus of my research. Right now I am working 
on a project where we are focusing on migrant mortality in the Mediterranean, 
which is a hot topic right now. I’m also looking into the border security issues; 
mainly privatization, how these major companies and cooperation’s are involved 
in constructing border security policies in the European Union. Readmission 
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agreements are an integrated part of the European border regime and that’s one 
aspect that I look at.  
 
Interviewer: We are hoping that we can start from the top; we would like to ask 
you what the basic idea and purpose behind the readmission agreements between 
EU and a safe third country is.  
 
Interviewee:  Well, it has been going on for some time now. The Union needed a 
new system; the asylum system was over-burdened and with perceived in plugs, 
massive in plugs, of irregular migrants entering the Union clandestinely. It was 
decided to create a European system of removal of deportation - you can't really 
call it deportation; it is an unpopular word because it is linked with the Second 
World War.  
 
Interviewer: Okay.  
 
Interviewee: It is called readmission or return, or removal, these kinds of things. 
But basically it is deportation. Before the Union negotiations on the return 
agreements, individual countries did have, for a long time, bilateral readmission 
agreements, deportation agreements, with second periphery countries, in order to 
deport their migrant populations - their irregular staying populations.  
 
Interviewer: Do you know how this works in practice?  
 
Interviewee: This can be as simple as you arrive with incorrect documents, you 
didn't know that it is your own mistake, you had no bad intentions and then you 
are removed under these agreements.  
 
Interviewer: Okay.         
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Interviewee: It can be extended all the way up to transnational organised 
criminals who, you know, intend on breaking immigration law in order to enter 
the country, and then they are apprehended and then deported as people breaking 
immigration law. So it is not a crime against an individual, but it is a crime 
against the state, so this is where issues of cosmopolitan come in because it brings 
together the individual against the state - against the community. This is where the 
interesting, I guess, political philosophical work can be done in able to understand 
the relationship between the individual and the state, I mean, what is a crime 
against the state?  
 
Interviewer: What is your personal opinion on these readmission agreements?  
Do they work accordingly to the purpose, which you just mentioned?  
 
Interviewee: I mean, the declared aim of these things, is so that they can do this 
rapidly and you know, “effectively”. They carry these things out in an efficient 
manner using the utilitarian logic. The idea is to fight illegal immigration that is 
the main goal. However, the number of people who are readmitted are often very 
low, compared to the expected number in practice.  
 
Interviewer: Is there any concrete examples of this?  
 
Interviewee: Yea, lets take the example of Greece and Turkey, I'm not going to 
quote exact numbers you can look this up, but often the numbers are exaggerated. 
The states with inefficient or corrupt bureaucracies or post-conflict bureaucracies, 
such as the Balkans, or bureaucracies that have undergone intense political strains 
or the civil administration has its own issues and structural problems. For example 
like in Eastern Europe, you get issues with readmission because it filters down 
through the decision-making processes through the procedure guarantees that 
people have. I mean, the process itself breaks down at a certain point so then laws 
are broken, you know, international human rights laws are broken. Because 
people don't have the appropriate guarantees, people are over-detained for 
	   107	  
example, people are sent back by force, or held in what would be called tortures 
conditions, things like this. Private actors for example, private companies such as 
airlines, security companies, private detention centres will be involved in the 
readmission process. Then there are issues with having private actors 
implementing the deportation for example acting as immigration officials so that 
is kind of outsourced the immigration and deportation this happens especially in 
the rich Western European states.  
 
Interviewer: Do you know how this works in Eastern Europe? What are the main 
issues here?  
 
Interviewee: In East-Europe for example the requesting state, they send a request 
to the receiving state to carry out the deportation. Not all of the requests are 
granted and sometimes the deportation never takes place, because the sending 
state has to send cash, the money isn’t there, the timing isn’t right, the person 
claims asylum and the asylum system is broken, and this person is in a legal limbo 
often in detention. The person might simply leave, you know, they are given a 
deportation order, say a volunteering removal order, and they have to go on their 
own terms, but then they just leave the country again, so there are sort of logistical 
issues. The idea that these things are, say, efficient or rapid is a gross 
overestimation if you want my opinion on this.  
 
Interviewer: We sure do.       
 
Interviewee: This is what I have experienced; it is not just that the procedural 
guarantees aren't upheld. The decision making process on whether or not the state 
is a safe third country is often incomplete or uneven, so there is no, yes there a list 
of safe third countries, but it ultimately comes down to a bureaucratic or a court 
decision. Sometimes people will arrive at the border and then immediately be 
deported for example, without even having the right to claim asylum, without 
being informed about their rights. People will arrive from conflict-zones, without 
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being informed about their rights, so they don't actually know that they have 
access to protection. So they are immediately deported and this is a violation of, 
article 33 of the refugee rights. I'm not sure what article it is, but it is an article 
that states; that you cannot send people back to a place where they might face 
inhuman or degrading treatment. So often the safe third country rule is sort of 
violated, because the decision making process takes place by untrained border 
guards at a very local level, which has pushed people back.  
 
Interviewer: How are these procedures followed in Ukraine? 
 
Interviewee: In Ukraine and say the East the procedures are loosely followed, 
there might be some paper-work but ultimately people are just deported, send 
back, to a country where they may face inhuman and degrading treatment. 
Concerning the safe third country issue, I would question; who makes the 
decision? Are people's rights being violated?  
 
Interviewer: You mentioned before, that the readmission agreements existed in 
able to deal with these illegal immigrants, so would you say, that everybody are 
viewed as illegal immigrants? Even though, they might not be illegal immigrants?  
 
Interviewee: Well, I mean, if the state deems you illegal for reasons of un-
documentation or not following the proper administrative procedure or entering 
the country without authorisation, you are subject to these readmission 
agreements.  
 
Interviewer: Okay, so what do you think about, EU having a readmission 
agreement with Ukraine?  
 
Interviewee: I think, Human Rights defenders in Europe and other countries have 
systematically documented that Ukraine is a country where human rights 
violations occur. Ukraine has in the past, and will probably continue, to violate its 
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international obligations with other states, and particularly regarding refugees 
from across Russia, Uzbekistan and central Asia. There have been issues related 
to the former Soviet Union migration system that was established then, following 
the breakdown of the Soviet Union. Even refugees coming as far, as like, South 
Asia, Sri Lanka, there has been demonstrated evidence that refugees and migrants 
in Ukraine have had there rights violated. So its quite a strength from a human 
rights defence, to allow the EU to send people back to Ukraine, when there has 
already been demonstrated evidence that the Ukrainians have violated the rights 
of migrants.  
 
Interviewer: So would you consider Ukraine a safe country?  
 
Interviewee: Well, this is not for me to decide, I mean its authoritative issue. I 
can simply state that there has been violation of citizens from other countries; 
their rights have been violated in Ukraine. I mean, even the Ukrainian government 
itself violates the rights of its own people sometimes, it is also a place of 
incredible strain and toil, political strain as we have seen in the past few weeks 
with the demonstrations against the government. In the past, given its political 
history, as a unique political history, just reading in the newspapers it becomes 
clear that Ukraine is a political charged country. It is also a country that has a 
history, well, Tjernobyl for example; I mean it is a sight of one of the greatest 
environmental disasters of mankind so to send people back to a state, which is in 
itself under environmental political strain can be quite a stretch. Ukraine is not a 
post-conflict country, as say Serbia or Bosnia. Sending people back to Serbia to a 
country, that itself is a massive refugee producing country, to send refugee back to 
a country that produces refugees to me is counter intuitive. Ukraine I believe is 
similar; the administrative capacity of the state itself, given its economy and its 
link to the west and Moscow, there is a geo-political tension at work that might 
have an effect on migrants. So I mean the NGO's have said its all about 
monitoring, you know, if you want to implement the agreements then you have to 
let independent civil society come into monitor the implementation. This is kind 
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of the stage we are at now, on going projects for civil society in able to monitor 
and see how good or how bad these readmission agreements are turning out.  
 
Interviewer: Given the things that you have said, concerning violations and 
human rights, why do you believe that the EU made such an agreement?  
 
Interviewee: Well the union has, I mean, I want to put this on politely, because 
I'm on record here (laughing). I mean, the returns directive purpose was to set 
minimum standards for readmission and return. So the idea behind the returns 
directive was actually to improve the legal conditions set out so when the return 
direction came out it was often said; well look, we’re making it more efficient to 
qualify who people are and identifying them. We regularized the readmission 
procedures and set minimum standards for detentions, you know, you can't go 
passed these certain standards in this sense people are guaranteed a certain amount 
of rights, based on the returns directive. So in one way, the EU returns directive is 
an attempt to actually improve the standards of a number of bilateral readmission 
agreements that aren't subject to human rights law. But they are difficult to 
monitor, so the EU's return directive attempts to sort of harmonize the standards 
to make it easier to interpret lets say legally and apply readmission agreements 
and interpret in further case laws, and stuff like them. There will be a committee 
in Bruxelles that looks, you know, into it and monitor it at the EU-level. They put 
time limits and they set a standard for the means of evidence, you know, the 
means of evidence for people to determine what their nationality is.  
 
Interviewer: Why do you believe that Ukraine agreed to this agreement?  
 
Interviewee: Readmission agreements are reciprocal so what happens is; the 
receiving country will agree to accept deported illegal immigrants in return for 
some kind of assistance or aid. In the Ukrainian case I think, you have to double 
check, but it is really a visa-facilitation, which is actually what these EU-
protesting is about because people want visas so they can travel to the Union. This 
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is the whole point, I mean, it is not limited to visa facilitation. This has been a big 
issue in Turkey for example, which is why it has taken so long to conclude a 
readmission agreement with Turkey because so many people pass through 
Turkey. There was a thing I forgot to mention before; readmission agreements are 
not only for citizens of the receiving state it is for third country nationals that pass 
through, so I mean there are hundred of thousands of people that are transiting 
through Turkey, and Ukraine is becoming more of a transit point.  
 
Interviewer: Is Ukraine a big transit point?  
 
Interviewee: Ukraine is quite big for the region. Crossing the Ukrainian 
Slovakian and Ukrainian Hungarian border is possible, quite easy in fact. There 
have been a number of human rights violations at these borders. Ukraine has to 
accept third country nationals, non-citizens, then they have to deal with these non-
citizens in order to make these agreements they put in, which is a burden for a 
country because, you know, it costs administratively they have to set up detention 
facilities that complies with EU law they have to re-deport people. It is costly for 
poor countries in the East that might not have the gross domestic product or the 
administrative cash floats in able to deal with this stuff. They have to come up 
with some reciprocal carrot in order to give an incentive to conclude the 
readmission agreement right. So often what is given is technical assistance 
typically training of some kind developing aid especially with states in the South, 
developing aid will be given, often security training of police or military, 
sometimes military technologies, defence training defence aid, stuff like that. So it 
depends on the readmission agreement I think what was the really funny one that I 
heard the one with Sri Lanka is really funny (laughing), but I can't remember what 
it is - it is really funny what they traded for. So it is kind of like a trade, there has 
to be a sort of quid pro quo.  
 
Interviewer: So the readmission agreements are about mutually assisting one 
another?  
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Interviewee: Its all about mutual assistance so when they talk about this stuff they 
are talking about mutual assistance, we are mutually assisting each other you are 
assisting us deport our unwanted people and then we are going to assist you by 
giving you either facilitating migration, which is a very common carrot for these 
things. It is a very common incentive lets say if you agree to allow us deport 
unwanted people we will allow you citizens to migrate, legally into our country, 
but here is the thing often times like the readmission with Serbia or with Ukraine. 
It places new constrains on what kind of identity documents can be used. So its 
citizens want to then, under the recent facilitation agreement. If you want to go to 
the EU all of a sudden you have to have a bio-metric passport and you have to 
new documents, this places new constraints on the sending country of its own 
citizens so that they have to develop their own border control procedures and also 
to improve their documentation. With the assistance from the European Union, 
they will help with new systems of documentation and identification this is related 
to the surveillance of the populations so because bio-metric passports are related 
to documenting and surveying populations. So what it also does is it creates a new 
data for the massive databases like Schengen information system in order to track 
mobile population who is coming in and who is coming out. It also has those kind 
of benefits for the European Union, because then if you conclude a readmission 
agreement with the country you will be able to give them bilateral aid to improve 
their own border infrastructure, which means you can get big European companies 
to sell them, border infrastructure products, sell them training, sell them 
technology, and also, allows you to sell documents, you know, the companies that 
produce the biometric identification chips, and stuff like that, they profit from it. 
So there is kind of market, which is at a different level.  
 
Interviewer: So, who’s responsibility is it, that it is not working probably? For 
instance concerning the human rights violation in Ukraine?  
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Interviewee: I mean, it is basically the states responsibility. It is the states 
responsibility to ensure that there conforming to EU and international law, but 
states are as we have seen systematically violating, these rights and these 
international obligations. If peoples individual rights are violated then they can 
take these cases to court and if they are enable to find a domestic or national 
remedy, then they are able to take them to the European court of human rights, 
then there are number of cases at the European court of human rights that deal 
with these issues; readmission of return, one of the most famous is the MSS vs. 
Belgium under, now this has to do more with the Dublin regulation, are you 
familiar with it?  
 
Interviewer: Yes, we are.  
 
Interviewee: Dublin is asylum law but in my opinion it is actually an internal 
deportation agreement, because it allows states internal to the European Union to 
deport people within the European Union to other EU states, essentially. To me I 
read Dublin as the deportation agreement, it is not typically read as a readmission 
agreement but to me, it is a form of readmission agreement because it involves 
removal and deportation.  
 
Interviewer: Okay.  
 
Interviewee: This closely links to the asylum-system, so in MMS vs. Greece & 
Belgium what happens was Greece was found to be violating migrant right, they 
were torturing people essentially. Then Belgium was found guilty for deporting 
people back to Greece under Dublin, because they were well aware that people 
were being tortured in Greece, because of the shitty conditions. So they made it 
illegal. So Dublin deportation back to Greece is technically illegal now, now what 
I've heard from lawyers working on the ground is that, because the 
implementation of this agreements is so uneven, sometimes it still happens. 
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Interviewer: Why does this happen?  
 
Interviewee: Well, the boarder guards may not be educated in the proper way so 
sometimes this stuff happens and when you have, in the East, Hungary and 
Ukraine etc., what we are finding now is that people are arriving to Hungary for 
example after they have crossed from Greece, the Hungarian will deport them 
back to Serbia, the Serbian will deport them back to Macedonia, and the 
Macedonian will deport them back to Greece.  
 
Interviewer: Is this happening in Ukraine?  
 
Interviewee: Similar things are happening in Ukraine, people are being pushed 
back from Hungary, back from Ukraine, the Ukrainians are holding people in 
detention and people kind of will linger in detention while passing the time limits, 
so this is kind of some of the side affects that the implementation on the ground 
can be uneven. The best place to find out how these things are working practically 
is though NGO's, because they are the ones that are monitoring. I mean it is not in 
the interest of the Ukrainian government to monitor this stuff, right? Because if 
they monitored themselves and found out those human rights were being violated, 
it would be bad for the state. In their national interest, they are not interested in 
having human rights cases against them, they want to minimize that so it is worth 
also to look at the court of human rights cases, to see if there have been cases 
against Ukraine.  
 
Interviewer: So, would you say that the EU has a big responsibility in this area?  
 
Interviewee: I mean, you can bring cases against the commission and the council 
and the parliament and stuff like that, but there is the European Court of Justice 
and the Court of Human Rights as well, the institutions of the union can be 
sanctioned as well, of course, so that is totally possible. I don't know enough 
about this, it might be interesting to look into.  
	   115	  
 
Interviewer: Okay, yes. We sure will. Is there anything we haven’t asked you yet, 
Ted?  
 
Interviewee: Let me see (silence). I found some numbers for you, after they 
enacted the agreement with Ukraine between 2010 and 2011. The Ukraine state 
border service readmitted 1500 people, 60% of them were from Ukraine so a 
majority of them were Ukraine’s 30% of them were from other central Asian 
countries, including Georgia so coactions and then 14% what they call developing 
Asian and African countries. It doesn’t say anything about the middle east, so 
these people might be from the middle east or north Africa, so this tells you is that 
actually the majority of the people, well, the Ukrainian are mostly just taking back 
Ukrainians, who are illegally living in the European Union. Most of the 
Ukrainians and other people that have links to the Russian migration system, so 
only 14% of those nationals out of 1500, whatever 14% of 1500 is, it is not a lot 
people, those will be international refugees coming from Somalia and other parts. 
Lets just figure out what 14% of 1500 is, are you guys good at maths?  
 
Interviewer: No (laughing), we have our calculator here.  
 
Interviewee: It is like 22 people, no, let me see it is 220.  
 
Interviewer: Yea, that makes more sense.  
 
Interviewee: Yea, its 225 people it is not a lot of people but the thing is that all 
225 of those people are being abused or even if some significant percentage of 
those 225 people are having their rights violated, it says something. I mean think 
about in comparison, the number of people at Guantanamo Bay, if you want to 
take another system of detention or deportation, which is essentially similar, not 
exactly, but is has parallels in terms of cases of being an exceptional space were 
you can violate the rights of people or treat them a different way then you would 
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within your own systems. So it’s worth thinking about what the detention has 
linked to deportation. Because they mostly bring back Ukrainians, now this is 
very typical of international organisations for migration and other types of 
deportation programmes, what they do then is they have, reintegration 
programmes were they try and reintegrate the people into Ukrainian side, in order 
to make them economically productive. It says here; employment, 
entrepreneurship, social wealth fare, health care and psychosocial aid. So then 
there is a whole new wealth fare infrastructure that is set up in order to support 
citizens that have been deported so citizens get this kind of stuff, which we don't 
know is effective or not that is the current paradigm it is not a lot I mean, we are 
still trying to figure out whether these reintegration programmes are effective. 
What is though is that people just re-migrate, they get deported and then they go 
home, and then they say; well, we left because we don't have any opportunities 
here, so then they re-migrate. That is what is though to happening. You have to 
kind of look at the data. Now, if you are a third country national what you have 
waiting for you is a detention centre and the opportunity for re-deportation, for 
return, so out of these 225 people. You don't have access to employment, you 
don't have training for entrepreneurship, your social wealth fare and healthcare 
will be extremely limited, including psychological aid, you will probably be 
subject to torture and mistreatment in these detention centres. And there is the 
high probability that the bi-lateral readmission agreements that Ukraine has with 
its other third countries, you will be deported back to that state, or you will be 
deported home, say you are Afghani and then you face certain execution of the 
Taliban, so if you are one of those 225 people, the 15% of the 1500, you have a 
high chance of this happening to you.  
 
Interviewer: What if you are a Ukrainian citizen?  
 
Interviewee: If you are a Ukrainian citizen, you can see that these cosmopolitan 
ideals of citizenship, the division between the citizen and the non-citizen is 
another intense dualism that should be explored. Not only the individual and the 
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state but between the citizen and the non-citizen, so these are important issues to 
see how citizenship is constructed and then communitarian issues about, what is 
the rights of the communities versus the rights of the individual, whereas the 
cosmopolitan would probably go more towards the individualism.  
 
Interviewer: That is a good point, Ted.  
 
Interviewee: This is also quite interesting this is my last point and it is about 
state-lessness. If the person has been deprived of his or her nationality after 
entering the EU, this means, that the person has been stripped of their nationality, 
meaning that they can't get immigration documents, but they can still be deported 
back to Ukraine, so they are stateless people. I am not going to go into the issues 
of stateless-ness in the Balkans and Eastern Europe, just to mention that is 
impressive issue if you are interested. Statelessness and cosmopolitan-issues again 
is, very related (silence). The debate in the literature so far; have the guarding of 
the human rights, been sufficient, that is the main question and pretty much the 
main legal question. You have to have specialised detention centres, so from notes 
I wrote; does Ukraine have specialised detention centres? And nothing in the 
readmission agreements says anything about what Ukraine should be doing after 
third country nationals are being returned to Ukraine that is the key issue in the 
readmission agreement. It only deals with what happens during the deportation, so 
migrants can often be retained, so they are detained when they arrive and then 
released, then they are immediately retained. So, it gives you an idea. Migrants 
are possible being illegally detained, they have limited contact with legal 
representatives, it is unclear what happens with vulnerable people, what are the 
issues with health care, what access to civil society are people provided with 
information these are the concerns I wrote down so if you want my opinion these 
are the questions that I would be asking myself or I would be asking the Ukrainian 
state. Is there evidence of torture, you know this kind of stuff, have people been 
tortured or mistreated? That is an issue. These are the issues that came to my 
mind, when I was looking over the material.  
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Interviewer: That was really good, Ted. Thank you so much. You have been 
really helpful, thank you.   
 
Interviewee: Any other questions or concerns?  
 
Interviewer: I think that was it, thank you very much.  
 
Interviewee: You are very welcome. Good luck with everything.  
 
Interviewer: Thank you so much, Ted. Have a nice day.    
 
Interviewee: Thanks, bye.    
 
Interviewer: Bye Ted.  
 
 
